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Abstract 
Choosing to Participate in E-Learning Education: A Study of Undergraduate Students’ 
Diverse Perceptions, Attitudes, and Self-Identified Barriers to E-Learning 
Dawn Marie Konrady 
Joyce Pittman, PhD 
 
 
E-learning is a recent technological innovation that has undergraduate students 
deciding whether or not they want to participate in this type of course offering. Students’ 
attitudes, perceptions, and learning styles influence those decisions to participate. The	
problem	presented	in	this	study	is	that	institutions	of	higher	education	are	attempting	to	
provide	a	more	comprehensive	and	effective	academic	environment	by	incorporating	e‐
learning	methods,	but	they	do	not	yet	fully	understand	how	undergraduate	students	
perceive	e‐learning	and	what	barriers	may	impact	their	decisions	to	participate	in	the	
various	course	delivery	options.	The purpose of this quantitative study was to empirically 
examine the relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-
identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized liberal arts 
university in southern New Jersey. Three research questions were addressed, driven by 
the main question:  What is the relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions 
of and self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized 
liberal arts college in southern New Jersey? This cross-sectional survey study utilized a 
5-point Likert scale that was further analyzed by using chi-square tests of independence. 
Of the 352 cross-tabulations investigated, 66 (18.8%) showed significant differences 
between the eight demographic variables and students’ perceptions and self-identified 
barriers.  Significant findings from this research showed that students see e-learning 
courses as requiring more self-discipline and needing the willingness to teach oneself. 
xv 
 
Lack of community and connection to instructors and peers is also a significant concern 
for students. An unexpected discovery was that regardless of race or ethnicity, students 
reported that they do not have difficulty accessing the necessary technology or internet in 
order to participate in an online course. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
The start of the 21st century led many institutions of higher education to start 
paying attention to their students’ increased use of technology. Mobile technology 
developed and became more economically feasible, leading to an initial surge in the 
purchasing of cell phones, which then transitioned into the purchase of smart phones, 
tablets, and lighter and faster laptops. Online learning became the fastest-growing trend 
in higher education, quickly surpassing the overall growth of the population enrolled in 
higher education (Allen & Seaman, 2014). In the Fall 2002 semester, 1.2 million higher 
education students were identified as having taken at least one online course, and by Fall 
2007, that number had grown 12.9 percent to 3.9 million students. It continued to 
increase in Fall 2012 to 7.1 million students, 33.5 percent of the total number of students 
enrolled in higher education (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Artino, 2010). That equates to an 
increase of 411,000 students from 2011 to 2012,  the lowest recorded rate of online 
enrollment growth (6.1 percent) since the beginning of the Babson Survey Research 
Group report series in 2002, indicating the beginning of a possible plateau in online 
course enrollment (Allen & Seaman, 2014).  
While these figures indicate that approximately one-third of all college students 
are taking at least one online course, they do nothing to explain the other two-thirds of 
students who have not ventured into e-learning. That fact is particularly interesting when 
“only 15 percent of current graduates are ‘traditional’ students living on campus” 
(Bichsel, 2013, p. 6), indicating that the remaining 85 percent of the student population 
commutes regularly to institutions. Another factor to consider is that while criticism once 
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centered on the absence of learning outcomes surrounding online learning, there is now 
literature addressing the fact that there is no significant difference between the learning 
outcomes for online learning and face-to-face instruction (Allen & Seaman, 2014; 
Bichsel, 2013; Bowen et al., 2012; O’Neil & Fisher, 2008; Paechter & Maier, 2010; 
Pastore & Carr-Chellman, 2009). Based on this national research, one might question 
why more undergraduate students are not considering e-learning options, especially when 
only a small portion of these students actually reside on their respective campuses and do 
not need to commute on a daily basis.  
This chapter opens with a statement of the problem, followed by the purpose, 
significance, and central research questions guiding this study. The conceptual 
framework appears next, incorporating the researcher’s personal stances and experience 
related to the presented topic. The streams of the conceptual framework are then 
discussed, followed by the definition of terms used throughout the study. Lastly, the 
study’s assumptions, limitations, and delimitations are presented, followed by a summary 
of the chapter.  
Statement of the Problem 
The problem presented in this study is that institutions of higher education are 
attempting to provide a more comprehensive and effective academic environment by 
incorporating e-learning methods, but they do not yet fully understand how 
undergraduate students perceive e-learning and what barriers may impact their decisions 
to participate in the various course delivery options. This problem merits further research 
as institutions of higher education may begin to encounter problems with maximizing 
their physical resources and running at full capacity without the ability to expand. As 
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institutions find themselves with limited options to physically expand to provide 
additional classrooms and learning space, administrators must consider alternate learning 
opportunities. E-learning opportunities, including both fully online and hybrid courses, 
could be part of a solution to this problem. However, in order to be successfully 
implemented and to determine the best course of content delivery, it is important to 
understand the populations being served and their views on the subject. 
During the spring of 2014, the Research Site conducted an examination of the 
existing trends and extent of e-learning at the institution. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2014, a total 
of 2,922 courses were offered, 262 of which were online course offerings and 258 of 
which were hybrid course offerings (Committee on Information Technology and Media 
Services [CITMS], 2014).		The report further showed that there had been a slight increase 
in both the online and hybrid offerings from approximately 7 percent of all classes in FY 
2012 to 9 percent in FY 2014 (CITMS, 2014). Figure 1 provides a graphical 
representation of the past three years of aggregate data relating to course instructional 
methods at the Research Site. 
 
 
Figure 1. Number of courses by instructional method offered at Research Site. 
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Out of those courses offered, 1,604 students (almost 20 percent) took at least one 
e-learning course in the Fall 2013 semester. Of that number, 1,497 students were 
undergraduates. However, the report also revealed that very few students took more than 
one e-learning course, let alone as their entire course load for the Fall 2013 semester 
(CITMS, 2014). In fact, only nine full-time students took all of their courses online 
during that semester (CITMS, 2014). While the report showed that students were 
interested in additional e-learning course offerings, it also showed an overwhelming 
preference for face-to-face instruction over e-learning. Numerous open-ended responses 
also alluded to the fact that e-learning options were considered less desirable than face-
to-face instruction, thereby leading students to pursue face-to-face instruction only. These 
responses further support the problem that the reasons students choose not to participate 
in e-learning should be examined and inform future decision-making regarding the 
incorporation of e-learning at the institution. 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to empirically examine the relationship 
between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized liberal arts university in southern 
New Jersey. Because substantial student feedback about e-learning was collected within 
the past year, this study served as a follow-up to that feedback and included an 
examination of the perceptions and self-identified barriers motivating undergraduate 
students to choose face-to-face instruction over e-learning opportunities. 
 In the Fall 2014 semester, 117 courses were offered either via a hybrid or fully 
online course model. There were 1,981 students who completed a hybrid course and 
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1,978 who completed an online course; each of those numbers represents approximately 
26 percent of the total number of undergraduate students enrolled for the semester. Table 
1 shows the distribution of e-learning courses offered by academic school within the 
Research Site. The school with the most prominent showing of e-learning courses was the 
School of General Studies, which provides a wide range of interdisciplinary courses each 
semester. Out of the 117 courses, 19 offered two or more sections of the course in the 
same format. 
 
Table 1 
 
Fall 2014 Undergraduate Hybrid and Online Courses 
School Distance Education 
Hybrid 
Distance Education 
Online 
Online Total by School 
 
Arts & Humanities 4 0 0 4 
 
Business 7 4 1 12 
 
Education 3 1 0 4 
 
General Studies 30 5 19 54 
 
Health Sciences 11 2 9 22 
 
Natural Sciences & 
Mathematics 
0 0 0 0 
 
Social & Behavioral 
Sciences 
11 0 10 21 
 
Total # of Courses 
 
66 12 39 117 
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Currently, the Research Site offers only two fully online degrees. The transitional 
Doctor of Physical Therapy program accepted its last class during the Fall 2013 semester 
and is in the process of being phased out completely. The RN-BSN Nursing program is 
the only baccalaureate-level online program offered. It is not the Research Site’s 
intention to offer fully online degree programs; instead, it seeks to provide its existing 
students with opportunities to enroll in courses offered through a variety of instructional 
methods.  The majority of individuals who take online and hybrid courses at the Research 
Site are currently matriculated students. Very few non-matriculated students enroll in 
online or hybrid courses. Students enrolled at the Research Site are the primary target for 
enrolling in online and hybrid course models for several reasons, the first of which is that 
the Research Site is maximizing its physical resources because it is close to full capacity. 
Encouraging its students to shift to adding a few online or hybrid-style courses will allow 
the reallocation of physical space for other purposes. Additionally, exposing students to a 
variety of learning methods will enhance their ability to learn in multiple ways and 
prepare them to leave school with an increased understanding of technology.  
It is also not the Research Site’s intention to offer courses that attract students 
from a larger geographical swath; rather, it seeks to expose its existing students to 
possibilities of e-learning opportunities and provide them with access to increase their 
technological abilities. Encouraging students to add an occasional online or hybrid course 
to their existing repertoire further enhances their skill sets and allows them to become 
more diversified learners and individuals while in pursuit of a degree. 
While significant literature has been written on the topic of e-learning and the 
opportunities it affords students (Chakraborty & Nafukho, 2014; Chen, 2009; Gibson, 
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2008; Ginder, 2014; He et al., 2014; Hrastinski, 2008; Klaus, 2009), there is a gap in the 
literature surrounding undergraduate students’ desires to avoid rather than engage in e-
learning opportunities. This study intended to identify a possible source of the problem 
by analyzing potential barriers and perceptions as determined by the undergraduate 
students who participated in the study. Examining the motives behind students’ choice of 
specific methods of instruction and the students’ overall perceptions about e-learning 
opportunities would be beneficial to the Research Site and its various stakeholders. The 
administration, faculty, and Office of E-learning expected to gain access to the 
undergraduate student population’s academic needs and preferences through the feedback 
they provide. Students were also expected to benefit from the study, as it allowed them to 
share their insight about e-learning with the administrators most responsible for creating 
e-learning opportunities.  
It is possible that one of the reasons undergraduate students choose not to enroll in 
an online or hybrid course is previous experience with a badly organized or structured 
online course that resulted in the avoidance of all future e-learning options. As a result of 
this feedback, future courses may be adapted into an e-learning format that is more 
attractive to students than previous courses. Identifying and understanding the deterrents 
to student participation in e-learning provides the opportunity for the Research Site and 
other institutions of higher education to adjust their existing positions on the topic of e-
learning and assess how to better serve their currently enrolled undergraduate students.  
This study contributed to identifying those gaps around undergraduate students’ 
self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at the Research Site. It 
also allowed the Research Site to better understand how to provide a more viable learning 
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experience and comprehensive and effective academic environment for them. While so 
much of the existing research appeared to address the assessment and analysis of students 
after they had already had an e-learning experience, this study intended to determine 
students’ self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning through completion of an 
online survey. Surveying the sample and identifying who has not yet experienced an e-
learning course and why that was the case contributed data to the field that had not 
previously been discussed in other studies. 
Research Questions Focused on Solution-Finding 
The primary research question of this study was as follows: What is the 
relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized liberal arts university in southern 
New Jersey? The following additional questions were also examined:  
1. What are the undergraduate students’ attitudes and perceptions about e-
learning? 
2. What are the self-identified barriers contributing to undergraduate students 
choosing not to participate in e-learning opportunities? 
3. Is there a statistically significant difference between demographic 
characteristics and undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified 
barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities? 
The following hypotheses were established for this study: 
 HOG: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
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 HAG: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities. 
 HOA: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAA: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HOR: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAR: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HOY: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAY: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
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 HOT: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAT: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HOW: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAW: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HOS: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAS: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HOC: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
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 HAC: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
Conceptual Framework 
Researcher Stances and Experiential Base 
The researcher has been employed in higher education for eight years and has 
attended post-secondary education for 12 years. Throughout this time, the researcher has 
had the opportunity to participate in a variety of e-learning courses at multiple 
institutions. As a result, the researcher participated in the evolution of e-learning and 
online instruction, beginning with a strictly asynchronous correspondence-like course and 
moving on to a course that required going to a testing facility to complete exams that 
were mailed to the proctoring institution, and finally moving to more interactive e-
learning courses with a blend of asynchronous and synchronous components. Considered 
an early adopter of innovations, the researcher has embraced and has been eager to 
experience e-learning opportunities as a way to diversify the overall learning experience. 
Because of this interest in technology and innovation, the researcher decided to explore 
the reasons that undergraduate students at the Research Site do not readily gravitate 
toward e-learning opportunities as they become available on campus. The researcher also 
sought to learn what drives those decisions in an effort to provide the college 
administration with useful information that can assist with future program and curriculum 
planning. 
As a pragmatist, the researcher is “not committed to any one system of philosophy 
or reality” (Creswell, 2013, p. 28). Pragmatism itself relates to the understanding of 
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human experiences. Its basic tenet is “to conduct research whose results can be translated 
into practical ends” (Duram, 2010, p. 1073).  This study was driven by a systems 
approach and focused on the actual situations. The researcher identified with pragmatists 
such as Dewey, Peirce, and Mao, who believe that “knowledge lies within the ‘doer’, 
those with the action experience, rather than those who theorize from their imagination” 
(Metcalfe, 2008, p. 1091). Pragmatists argue that logic comes from the interpretation of 
the world and prior actions. Thus, this epistemological study assumed a pragmatic role by 
examining and analyzing the undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified 
barriers to utilizing e-learning opportunities. 
Conceptual Framework 
In a global context, constructivism can be considered one of the major influences 
to guide and shape educational transformations. The constructivist framework was one of 
the most effective to apply to e-learning because it pertained to knowledge constructed 
not solely by the learner, but also by the learner’s social interactions with peers and 
instructors (Ali, 2004; Boling, 2012; Rovai, 2004; Summers, Waigandt, & Whittaker, 
2005; Wen, 2004). A pragmatic approach to constructivism demonstrates that 
“knowledge is the product of many learner-centered processes, to include the social 
process of communication and negotiation” (Rovai, 2004, p. 80). Through that 
communication and interaction with others, learners begin to develop their own 
understanding of their respective environments. Being able to negotiate and navigate 
ideas and reflect on their own thoughts leads to the enhancement of learners’ cognitive 
and metacognitive outcomes (Wen, 2004). Within constructivism, the student assumes a 
much more active and collaborative role that incorporates self-monitoring and 
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knowledge-construction rather than the more passive role of a traditional student, which 
involves more listening and knowledge consumption (Liaw, 2008; Rovai, 2004). 
The research in this study was influenced largely by two specific theories: the 
diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 1995) and expectancy-value model of motivation 
(Eccles, 1987) theories. Diffusion of innovation pertains to early adoption and acceptance 
of an innovation, in this case e-learning courses, and where an individual fits in among 
the adoption curve. The expectancy-value model of motivation relates to individuals’ 
attitudes toward actions, situations, or objects, and proposes that individuals’ attitudes are 
developed based on their beliefs and values. There is an expectancy and value component 
associated with those beliefs and values.  
 Each of the theories is connected to the three streams that have been identified in 
the literature as supporting factors in influencing undergraduate students’ decisions to 
participate in e-learning opportunities. Significant research exists on undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of online and e-learning (Ali et al., 2004; Irani et al., 2003; Keller 
& Karau, 2013; Lee & Tsai, 2011; Lint, 2013; Ong & Lai, 2006; Otter et al., 2013; 
Wyatt, 2005) and how those perceptions drive students’ decision-making. Literature on 
the barriers to e-learning provides a context for barriers for students and the role they 
play in the decision-making process (Chen, 2009; Muilenburg & Berge, 2005; 
Srichanyachon, 2014).  Figure 2 provides a graphical representation of the conceptual 
framework.  
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework. 
 
Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this research study, the following terms were defined to 
provide additional clarity: 
E-learning is “individualized instruction delivered over public (internet) or 
private (intranet) computer networks and is also referred to as online learning, web-based 
learning (WBL) and the virtual classroom” (Manochehr, 2006, p. 10). It can also be 
defined as “learning that involves a web-based component, enabling collaboration and 
access to content that extends beyond the classroom” (Bichsel, 2013, p. 5). 
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Traditional courses use no online technology and “content is delivered in writing 
or orally” (Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 6). 
Face-to-face courses occur in a classroom environment where both the faculty 
member and students meet at the same time.    
Web-facilitated courses are mainly face-to-face courses that use web-based 
technology and may incorporate a course or learning management system (CMS or LMS) 
or another web entity to post course documents and syllabi. In these courses, between one 
and 29 percent of the content is delivered online (Allen & Seaman, 2014).  
Hybrid and blended courses “integrate face-to-face and online components” in the 
course design (Oblinger & Hawkins, 2005, p. 14). The courses will have a “reduced 
number of face-to-face meetings” and 30 to 79 percent of the content is delivered online 
(Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 6). This course style requires a “redesign of delivering 
pedagogy” and course design (Benson et al., 2011, p. 144). At the Research Site (2014), a 
hybrid course has “between one-third and two-thirds (5 to 10 hours per credit) of course 
instructional time, content delivery and/or communication between student and instructor 
and among students facilitated via technology that allows students to be physically 
separate from the instructor and each other” (paragraph 3). The typical course module is 
modified to one day a week for two-day courses or one to two days a week for three-day 
courses. 
Online courses occur when 80 percent or more of the content is delivered online 
and there are usually no face-to-face meetings (Allen & Seaman, 2014). The Research 
Site (2014) defines an online course as one in which “all of the course instructional time, 
content delivery and/or communication between student and instructor and among 
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students is facilitated via technology that allows students to be physically separate from 
the instructor and each other” (paragraph 2). Communication can occur at various times 
either asynchronously (such as via online discussion board posting) or in real time, 
synchronously (such as via a live webstream meeting). 
In distance education online courses, “more than two-thirds (10 to 15 hours per 
credit) of the course instructional time, content delivery and/or communication between 
student and instructor and among students is facilitated via technology that allows 
students to be physically separate from the instructor and each other” (Research Site, 
2014, paragraph 1). Communication may also take place asynchronously or 
synchronously, as with online courses. The only difference between an online course and 
a distance education online course is that an in-person meeting could be scheduled for the 
latter.  
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
Assumptions 
The researcher assumed that undergraduate students’ motives and perceptions to 
avoid certain e-learning course options would reflect their respective cultural groups. The 
researcher also assumed that younger, more traditionally aged undergraduate students 
would be more involved in the use of e-learning opportunities given their constant 
exposure to technology and having grown up with the Internet. The researcher further 
assumed that some students would choose not to participate in e-learning courses because 
they did not care for the way a course was structured or organized. An assumption 
specific to the Research Site was that current students actually wanted to see more e-
learning courses offered. 
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Limitations 
There were two main limitations in conducting this quantitative study. The first 
limitation was that the researcher may encounter a low response rate to the survey 
instrument. The online surveying method always involves the risk of a low response rate, 
which may not yield the necessary results for a viable study, thus requiring an alternate 
method of exploration.  A low response rate also can relate to the accuracy of students’ 
email addresses and the frequency with which they check their college-issued email 
accounts. Another possible limitation was the timing of the online survey administration 
after the necessary approvals to proceed were received. Because the survey required 
students to respond, it was important to make sure that the timing of the survey 
administration did not coincide with the timing of other institution-wide assessment 
initiatives. With the exception of a request for funding to purchase five $50 Amazon gift 
cards as the incentive raffle items for those students who fully completed the survey, 
there were no financial limitations since there was no cost associated with conducting the 
study. Upon completion of the proposal defense, the Researcher submitted the request for 
funding to the Office of the Provost.  
Delimitations 
 While the Research Site has both undergraduate and graduate students, the 
researcher chose to focus solely on the undergraduate population, specifically the 
matriculated freshman and junior populations. Due to time, effort, and resources, it would 
not have been beneficial to conduct this study with a total population sample because it 
would be too large to control and manage. Additionally, it appeared to the researcher that 
in graduate education, there is more openness and reception to e-learning opportunities 
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than at the undergraduate level, and that convenience plays an even bigger role in 
graduate students’ decision-making processes (Braun, 2008; Kowalski, Dolph, & Young, 
2014). Many graduate students are employed full-time and look specifically for evening 
and online classes because of their schedules and responsibilities (Kowalski et al., 2014). 
Even earlier studies such as those conducted by Klesius, Homan, and Thompson (1997) 
and Thomerson and Smith (1996) demonstrate that graduate students gravitate towards 
former distance-education options that are convenient and possess the flexibility to meet 
their needs. 
Summary 
Chapter 1 has provided an introduction to e-learning opportunities and enrollment 
in the United States and explained the researcher’s desire to further understand 
undergraduate students’ students’ self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning 
opportunities at a midsized liberal arts university in southern New Jersey. It also 
introduced the type of study to be conducted which was an empirical quantitative analysis 
of undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to not participating 
in e-learning opportunities. This study’s intent was to become more familiar with the 
undergraduate students at the Research Site and their perceptions and barriers regarding 
e-learning opportunities.  
The research was driven by the following question: What is the relationship 
between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized liberal arts university in southern 
New Jersey? This research was aimed at determining current undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of e-learning and what they viewed as barriers to participating in e-learning 
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opportunities. A secondary purpose of the research was to assist the university 
administration so that future program and curriculum planning and development would 
take into consideration students’ self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning 
opportunities and facilitate the necessary adjustments in an effort to attract more students 
to participate. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify the undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of and self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at a 
midsized liberal arts college in southern New Jersey. A quantitative cross-sectional 
survey was distributed to undergraduate freshman and junior students attending the 
college in order to understand their perceptions of and reasons for not participating in e-
learning opportunities such as online or hybrid courses. This research project intended to 
provide the college administration with information about its undergraduate population’s 
perceptions so that it can take appropriate actions to provide e-learning opportunities that 
best suit the students’ needs. 
 Researchers have long maintained an interest in undergraduate students and 
online course participation. It would be difficult to completely synthesize the significant 
amount of research that has transpired to this point; however, each of the research 
streams has informed this study and provides a concentrated area of investigation 
regarding undergraduate students and their perceptions and possible barriers to 
participating in e-learning experiences. This research was driven by the following 
questions:  
1. What is the relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-
identified identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at a 
midsized liberal arts college in southern New Jersey?  
2. What are the undergraduate students’ attitudes and perceptions about e-learning?  
3. What are the self-identified barriers that contribute to undergraduate students 
choosing not to participate in e-learning opportunities?  
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This chapter’s goals are to (a) reintroduce the three research streams; (b) 
summarize selected literature important to understanding undergraduates’ perceptions of 
and self-identified barriers to e-learning, and e-learner characteristics; and (c) position 
this study within the current body of literature. Before proceeding to the discussion of the 
research streams, this work begins with an abstraction of the study’s conceptual 
framework.  
Conceptual and Theoretical Framework 
Conceptual Framework 
The researcher brings experiential knowledge as both a former undergraduate 
student who has participated in the evolution of e-learning opportunities through various 
courses and as an instructor teaching an undergraduate hybrid foreign language course. 
Throughout the many courses the researcher has taken while pursuing different 
educational degrees, there has been a consistent interest in technology and e-learning 
opportunities. The researcher has a preference for quantitative research and believes that 
a quantitative design will yield the best results for understanding the research problem.  
Theoretical Framework 
Since the researcher has self-identified as a pragmatist, it is important to outline 
how this philosophy is inclusive of the broader scope of distance learning, more 
specifically e-learning. Pragmatism is based on the comprehension of human experiences 
and the multiple factors in an individual’s actions within a given situation (Durham, 
2010). According to Saba (2003), traditional American pragmatism, which is considered 
a possible foundation for “the development of distance education paradigms” (p. 3), 
involves the search for best practices and the construction of benchmarks. It is viewed 
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more as a method than a theory, leading to various schools of thoughts and ideas that are 
more action- and practice-oriented in nature (Saba, 2003). Such studies allow for 
accepting the systems approach to focus on tangible solutions rather than testing narrow 
hypotheses taken out of context (Durham, 2010).  
Several pragmatists fall into two categories depending on their focus on the 
individual or the field and how it is structured. Börje Holmberg, Charles Wedemeyer, and 
Michael Moore place the learner and learner’s interaction with others at the center of the 
education process. This centrality of the learner is one of the prominent features of 
distance education, which makes it essential to discern why e-learning should be viewed 
differently from other forms of education (Saba, 2003). Holmberg’s focus directly relates 
to the learner and the learner’s responsibility for learning. Wedermeyer, considered the 
premier American theorist, identifies “distance education as a distinct ‘nontraditional’ 
type of education” and focuses on the learner’s independence provided by an assortment 
of strategies and means (Saba, 2003, p. 4). Moore follows in Wedermeyer’s wake when 
he introduces the concept of “transactional distance,” which refers to the instructor-
learner relationship (Saba, 2003, p. 4). Moore’s transactional distance concept is so 
important because it strengthens the notion of distance in education within the context of 
social sciences, rather than a more physical scientific interpretation (Saba, 2003). 
 The other group of theorists – Desmond Keegan, Otto Peters, Randy Garrison, 
and John Anderson – is more concerned about how the field of distance education 
functions and is organized. While they do not overlook the learner’s importance, they 
focus more on structural and organizational issues and how they can affect the overall 
learning process (Saba, 2003).  Peters made a significant contribution to distance 
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education when he recognized and explicated the “industrialization of education – the use 
of technology to reach a mass audience” (Saba, 2003, p. 5). Keegan classifies the 
organizational structures of distance education institutions into categories of different 
teaching systems, while Garrison and Anderson focus more on the general issues 
associated with those systems. Each of these theorists and their contributions to the field 
cause distance learning to take on an overall pragmatic essence, which lends itself well to 
this study. 
Diffusion of Innovation and Early Adopters 
 Everett Rogers (2001) pioneered the diffusion of innovations theory, which is 
defined as the process by which “a) an innovation b) is communicated through certain 
channels c) over time d) among the members of a social system” (p. 4983). An 
innovation is defined as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an 
individual or other unit of adoption” (Rogers, 2001, p. 4983); it is different from an 
invention, which occurs when a new idea is invented or discovered.  
 How an innovation is perceived will affect how quickly a group will adopt it. Five 
specific characteristics relate to the rate of adoption of an innovation. The first is relative 
advantage, which occurs when an innovation appears to be better than a current idea 
(Rogers, 2001). This innovation is then viewed to determine whether it could be 
advantageous and worth adopting. While the degree of relative advantage can be 
measured in economic terms, other factors include the social prestige of adopting the 
innovation, its level of convenience, and overall satisfaction with it (Rogers, 2001). The 
higher the perceived relative advantage by the users, the sooner the innovation will 
become adopted.  
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The next characteristics refer to the compatibility and consistency of the 
innovation with the existing idea, past experiences, and potential adopters’ needs 
(Rogers, 2001). The following characteristic pertains to the innovation’s complexity and 
how difficult it might be to understand and use. The more complex the innovation, the 
slower the rate of adoption, which contributes to potential adopters’ lack of 
understanding (Rogers, 2001). The penultimate characteristic that will determine the rate 
of adoption is trialability, which pertains to the limited interaction a potential adopter 
might have with the innovation. The last characteristic is observability, which pertains to 
the degree in which the innovation is visible. When an innovation and its results are 
visible to those who are not currently experimenting with it, potential interest to become 
more familiar with the innovation and adopt it will increase (Rogers, 2001). 
Within a given social system, individuals and their commitment to innovativeness 
are placed into one of five categories: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late 
majority, or laggards. Figure 3 demonstrates how these groups are distributed across a 
bell curve. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Figure 3. Diffusion of innovation categories. 
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The innovators are the first 2.5 percent of individuals. In order to be considered 
an innovator, one must have significant financial flexibility to recover from possible 
losses, be able to understand and apply intricate knowledge as needed, and be able to 
handle high levels of uncertainty about the innovation (Rogers, 2001).  
 Early adopters are the next 13.5 percent of individuals to adopt an innovation. 
They are more integrated into a local system, whereas the innovators behave more as 
gatekeepers of potential innovation ideas (Rogers, 2001). Innovators are viewed as 
“cosmopolites,” whereas early adopters are viewed as “localites” due to their location 
within the system (Rogers, 2001a, p. 4984). This combined 16 percent of individuals 
“tend to be younger in age, willing to take risks, and are more positive about the 
usefulness of an innovation” (Hixon, Buckenmeyer, Barczyk, Feldman, & Zamojski, 
2012, p. 102). Early adopters present as being the opinion leaders of those innovations 
because of their socialness and willingness to explore new innovations. They begin to 
eliminate uncertainty by adopting the innovation and then provide others with subjective 
evaluations about it, which might lead to eventual adoption by those individuals. This 
group of role models is responsible for “getting an innovation to the point of critical 
mass, and hence, in the successful diffusion of an innovation” (Rogers, 2001, p. 4985). 
 The early majority is the next 34 percent of individuals. These individuals make 
the move to adopt right before an average individual attempts to do so. While interacting 
frequently with others, the early adopters rarely have the same level of opinion leadership 
as the early adopters (Rogers, 2001). The location of the early majority makes them 
unique in that they act as a link in the diffusion process between the very early 
(innovators) and relatively late (late majority) adopters (Rogers, 2001). 
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 The late majority is the following 34 percent of individuals. They adopt just after 
the average individual. Peer pressure eventually leads these individuals to adopt the 
innovation. They approach the innovations with caution and skepticism and will not 
adopt until the majority of their group has done so (Rogers, 2001). Because they also do 
not adapt to change easily, it is important for the late majority to experience outside and 
peer pressure in order for their adoption to take place (Hixon et al., 2012).  
 The remaining 16 percent of adopters are the laggards. These individuals are 
considered to have the least amount of opinion leadership and the most localite view of 
all the categories (Rogers, 2001). Their view is of the past and they often refer to how 
things were previously done. They are very suspicious of anything new that deviates from 
the past and are the hardest to get to adopt an innovation.  
 Pentina and Neeley (2007) suggest that e-learning could be considered an 
innovation responsible for changing part of the education industry, which is currently in 
its growth stage, and attracting potential early majority adopters since the innovators and 
early adopters have already been participating in e-learning opportunities. E-learning is 
considered to be in the growth stage at this point because of its “increased adoption rate 
and diminishing innovativeness status” (Pentina & Neeley, 2007, p. 61). 
Motivational Theories 
 According to Chen and Jang (2010), motivation is a critical factor affecting 
learning and is associated with persistence, retention, achievement, and satisfaction. 
Motivation can be defined as “the ability to be self-starting or self-directed” and is found 
to be higher for e-learners than traditional in-class students (Pentina & Neeley, 2007, p. 
54). There are several types of motivation, two of which are intrinsic and extrinsic 
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motivation. Intrinsic motivation refers to the ability to engage in activities for one’s own 
sake, as opposed to extrinsic motivation, which is more concerned with the end result 
than with the whole activity. In an educational setting, grades would be viewed as an 
extrinsic reward, whereas the intrinsic motivation would involve a student’s interest in 
the subject studied, willingness to embrace challenges, or sense of accomplishment or 
mastery (Lin, McKeachie, & Kim, 2003). Within the realm of e-learning, extrinsically 
motivated students most likely have an established goal of finishing the course while 
focusing on the end result when engaging in e-learning. 
 While there are numerous motivational theories, this study focuses largely on the 
expectancy-value model of motivation. The most current expectancy-value theories are 
based on John William Atkinson’s 1964 expectancy-value model in that “they link 
achievement performance, persistence, and choice most directly to individuals’ 
expectancy-related and task-value beliefs” (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002, p. 118). However, 
they differ in that the expectancy and value segments are more intricate, link to a broader 
array of determinants, and are positively related to each other (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  
 The Eccles expectancy-value model pertains to the “motivational influences on 
individuals’ performance on different achievement activities and their choices of which 
activities to pursue” (Bembenutty, 2012, p. 186). Expectancies can be defined as the 
beliefs about how well someone will perform on tasks. Beliefs about abilities can be 
defined as individuals’ evaluation of their competence in defined areas. Those beliefs are 
broadly conceived about the competence in an area, whereas the expectancy for success 
falls on a specific task (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Those tasks have four categories of 
value. Attainment value is considered “personal importance of doing well on a task”; 
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intrinsic value pertains to the enjoyment an individual “gets from performing the activity 
or the subjective interest of the subject”; utility value determines how well the task aligns 
with current or future goals; and cost refers to the negative aspects of participating in the 
task, the amount of effort needed to succeed, and opportunities lost as a result of 
choosing differently (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002, p. 120; Wigfield & Cambria, 2010). 
The most direct influences on performance are the beliefs that individuals hold 
about their abilities and how well they are going to do; these beliefs are unique to every 
individual. Gorges and Kandler (2012) apply the expectancy-value theory to their 
explanation of adults’ motivation for learning. An example of expectancy of success 
would be to question whether an individual could pass a course followed by the 
subjective value of the task or learning experience which would question taking the 
course and why (Gorges & Kandler, 2012). Those two factors are then influenced by a 
range of factors such as “socializing agents, psychological characteristics, individuals’ 
beliefs, and affective memories” (Gorges & Kandler, 2012, p. 610). Adult students’ 
concept of their own ability (or expectancy of success) has taken shape throughout their 
years of schooling and leads to a more stable, specific association to their interests (or 
value) and achievement. This fact led Gorges to ascertain that adults’ expectancies and 
values result from their prior learning experiences and motivations (Gorges & Kandler, 
2012). Therefore, if adults’ learning experiences and history were not favorable, then 
future decisions about courses could be negatively impacted. Figure 3 represents the 
literature and theoretical framework that guides this study with its associated literature. 
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Figure 4. Literature and theoretical framework. 
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Literature Review 
The review of the literature explores undergraduate students’ perceptions and 
attitudes toward e-learning and barriers to participating in e-learning through three 
streams of research. The streams of research include:  
1. Perceptions of E-Learning 
2. Barriers to Participating in E-Learning 
3. Learner Characteristics 
The first stream identifies several perceptions that appear to be the most common 
throughout the literature reviewed. Convenience and flexibility refer to the ease of taking 
an e-learning course and the flexibility it provides in terms of completion and pace. 
Travel avoidance was frequently mentioned due to students’ difficulty of traveling to 
campus repeatedly and the hardship that can be avoided by taking an e-learning course. 
Perceived ease of use explores students’ perceptions of how easy it is to navigate an e-
learning course and the course’s relative usefulness to the student. Technology difficulties 
include issues such as lack of familiarity with systems, general technology and computer 
knowledge, and lack of technical confidence. Self-discipline pertains to the perception 
that one must have a higher level of self-discipline in order to participate in an e-learning 
course. The last highlighted perception, lack of community or connection, refers to a 
possible sense of isolation or disconnect that can appear when students are enrolled and 
thereby deterring them from wanting to participate in an e-learning course. 
 The second stream of literature is a summary of barriers to participating in e-
learning that were identified in the literature. The first common barrier referenced, 
isolation and disconnection, also coincides with one of the previously mentioned 
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perceptions regarding lack of connection and community. Within the literature, students 
identified the potential for feeling isolated or disconnected from both fellow students and 
the instructor as a barrier. The second barrier has to do with the course design and 
communication, which relies mainly on the instructor and how the course is set up and 
functions. Communication also refers to feedback and its timeliness, efforts in 
communicating with fellow students, and general lack of communication. The last barrier 
pertains to the socioeconomic status of students and potential digital divides that impact 
the decision to participate in e-learning. Each of these streams and counterparts further 
strengthens the notion that undergraduate students have expressed distinct perceptions 
about and significant barriers to e-learning that act as detractors for their participation in 
e-learning courses. 
The third literature stream contains a review of learning styles of e-learning 
students. Numerous studies debate whether there is any relationship between students’ 
learning styles and their ability in an e-learning course. Auditory, visual, and kinesthetic 
are the three broadest categories of learning. Within those, there are several specific 
learning style groupings that come from models such as Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory 
(LSI). Kolb’s inventory stems from his experiential learning model and has four 
categories – Assimilators, Accommodators, Convergers, and Divergers. This stream 
encompasses how learning styles and e-learning are related and how it can impact a 
student’s decision to participate in e-learning. 
Stream 1: Undergraduate Students’ Perceptions of E-Learning 
 The first stream of research pertains to undergraduate students’ perceptions of e-
learning opportunities when determining whether to take an e-learning course. As the 
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demographics of undergraduate students have gradually shifted from the traditional ages 
of 18-21 years old to include more non-traditionally aged students, there has been a shift 
in responsibilities and expectations for the courses offered (Tomei et al., 2009). Otter et 
al. (2013) describe perception as a process of actions for acquiring information. That 
acquisition can stem from the environments to which students are exposed. Therefore, 
when deciding on what type of course to enroll in, students will look to their peers’ 
perceptions of the courses they attend, general perception and knowledge of the instructor 
teaching the course, and perceptions of the quality and value of the learning experience 
(Otter et al., 2013). The literature has identified several common perceptions surrounding 
the use of e-learning, such as convenience and flexibility of participating in a course, 
eliminating the need for extensive traveling, perceived ease of use, technology 
difficulties, the importance of self-discipline, and a lack of community or feeling of 
disconnectedness. Table 2 provides a summary of those categories and associated 
authors. It is important to have a thorough understanding of students’ perceptions of e-
learning if an institution expects to successfully integrate it into its curriculum. 
 
Table 2 
 
Perceptions Categories and Authors 
Category Author(s) Referenced 
Convenience and Flexibility Arbaugh, 2004; Dobbs, Waid, & del Carmen, 2009; Klaus & 
Changchit, 2009; Pastore, 2009; Tomei, 2009; Vaughn, 2007 
Travel Avoidance Dobbs, Waid, & del Carmen, 2009; Tomei, 2009; Vaughn, 2007 
Perceived Ease of Use Arbaugh, 2004; Arbaugh, Godfrey, Johnson, Pollack, Niendorf, & 
Wresch, 2009; Joo, Lim, & Kim, 2011; Ong, 2006 
Technology Difficulties Dobbs, Waid, & del Carmen, 2009; Joo, Lim, & Kim, 2011; 
Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011 
Self-Discipline Dale & Spencer, 2001; Klaus & Changchit, 2009; Liaw, 2008; 
Pastore & Carr-Chellan, 2009; Vaughn, 2007 
Lack of Community  
or Connection 
Arbaugh, 2004; Boling, 2012; Bradford & Wyatt, 2010; Dale & 
Spencer, 2001; Dobbs, Waid, & del Carmen, 2009; Liaw, 2008; 
So & Brush, 2008 
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Convenience and Flexibility 
 In a time where schedules are already overextended and overloaded, many 
students capitalize on the opportunity to participate in a course offered online. Having the 
option of taking a course online or as a hybrid opens up a student’s schedule for other 
responsibilities that may be vying for their time (Dobbs, Waid, & del Carmen, 2009). 
Commitments such as work and family can impact availability, which drives students to 
seek alternate options such as e-learning because it provides them with an opportunity to 
participate in a course as their schedule allows (Dobbs et al., 2009; Klaus & Changchit, 
2009; Pastore & Carr-Chellman, 2009; Tomei et al., 2009; Vaughn, 2007). 
Travel Avoidance 
 For students who are not already taking advantage of an e-learning course because 
of its convenience or flexibility, their perception is that having the opportunity to do so 
eliminates the necessity for traveling to campus for a face-to-face course. One less trip to 
campus creates an opening for other responsibilities or it provides a cost savings because 
there is less money spent on various transportation costs (Dobbs et al., 2009; Joo, Lim, & 
Kim, 2011).  Tomei et al. (2009) also reference that students are more likely to choose 
some type of e-learning opportunity when they do not live in close proximity to their 
campus. 
Perceived Ease of Use 
Students’ perceived ease of use regarding e-learning relates to the ease of effort 
required to participate in a course. Ong and Lai (2006) define ease of use as “the degree 
to which a person believes that using the system would be free of effort” (p. 819), which 
implies that a high level of perceived usefulness would yield a positive experience. 
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Perceived usefulness or ease of use of e-learning also corresponds to the students’ 
perceptions of e-learning as the invention or innovation and where they fall among the 
innovation adoption categories (Joo et al., 2011). According to Arbaugh et al. (2009), 
students’ perception of e-learning as useful is also an indicator of their value of the 
content, satisfaction level, and possible performance in a course. If a course is difficult to 
navigate and comprehend or follow, a student may begin to feel there is not an acceptable 
level of usefulness and choose not to continue (Liaw & Huang, 2007).  
Technology Difficulties 
In regards to technology, students’ perceptions of e-learning vary from 
associating e-learning with technological difficulties to having no issues with technology. 
If the students consider the e-learning tools useful and easy to use, then they will have a 
better attitude about e-learning; however, if they have the opposite experience, then their 
perception of e-learning will be negative because of the difficulties and frustrations 
encountered with technology (Joo et al., 2011). The perceptions of e-learning by students 
who have never participated in such a course indicate that there is a lack of confidence 
with technology and facilitation of the course due to a lack of understanding (Dobbs et 
al., 2009). A higher demand and expectation of familiarity with technology in order to 
participate in e-learning has led to some students experiencing technology difficulties and 
frustration (Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011). 
Self-Discipline 
 Students’ perceptions of e-learning have revealed that there is a perceived 
increase in the level of self-discipline required for participating in an e-learning course. 
When deciding between e-learning or face-to-face instruction, students sometimes feel 
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there is no difference between workloads, amount of time dedicated to the course, or 
level of difficulty (Pastore & Carr-Chellman, 2009). However, some students do not feel 
the same way and often quickly withdraw or drop the course in order to find a more 
traditional course (Klaus & Changchit, 2009; Liaw et al., 2008). Some students 
demonstrate a lack of discipline and need to be in a physical classroom in order to 
perform better and complete the work required of the course (Dale et al., 2001; Vaughn, 
2007). Students who hold the perception that an e-learning course equates to less work 
are often caught off guard and therefore struggle with accepting responsibility for 
needing to do more work on their own. These students usually either withdraw from the 
course or finish the course but never seek out another e-learning experience (Sun, Tsai, 
Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008; Vaughn, 2007). 
Lack of Community or Connection 
 Within the literature, students’ perceptions about the lack of community, 
connection, or feedback appear to have the biggest impact on their decision about 
whether or not to participate in an e-learning opportunity. By enrolling in a course that 
does not meet face-to-face on campus, students can quickly develop a feeling of isolation 
and disconnect (Arbaugh, 2004; Dobbs et al., 2009; Liaw et al., 2008).  The lack of 
connection that students experienced corresponded to their enjoyment of and satisfaction 
in participating in an e-learning opportunity. Some students are able to establish personal 
connections and interact with other students and their instructors online, so there is less a 
feeling of disconnect; for many students, however, that is not the case (Boling, 2012; 
Liaw, 2008; So, 2008). It is a natural human desire to feel like part of a community; the 
absence of this feeling can create frustration, dissatisfaction, and isolation, which leads 
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students to pursue other learning options (Arbaugh, 2004; Boling, Hough, Krinsky, 
Saleem, & Stevens, 2012; Dobbs et al., 2008; So & Brush, 2008). 
Summary of Perceptions 
The abovementioned perceptions about e-learning were the most commonly 
referenced in the research literature. They begin to create a picture of students, their 
current perceptions about e-learning, and how these perceptions affect their decision to 
participate in an e-learning opportunity. The perceptions may begin as assumptions like 
“If a class is virtual, then it will require less work,” and become the opposite feeling once 
a student is involved in a course. A student’s inability to discipline him or herself also 
influences the decision to participate in an e-learning opportunity. The desire to feel 
connected and involved in a course plays a significant role in a student’s learning. When 
students hear about or see other students’ experiences with e-learning, including possible 
feelings of isolation, then their decision to participate in e-learning is impacted. 
Additionally, if students are not familiar or comfortable with technology, they may 
perceive e-learning to be too difficult for them. These student perceptions are just the first 
layer to examining their reasons for participating in e-learning opportunities. 
Stream 2: Barriers to Participating in E-Learning 
 While the first stream of literature referred to the perceptions that students have 
about e-learning, the second stream pertains to the barriers to participating in e-learning 
that students have identified in numerous studies. Student feelings of isolation or 
disconnection also present as barriers to participation (Bell & Federman, 2013; Kim et 
al., 2005; Liu et al., 2007; Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011; Song et al., 2004; Vonderwell, 
2003). The next barrier identified, course design and communication, pertains to the 
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structure of the course, incorporation of technology and how it affects students, the 
feedback process, interaction among students and instructors, and scheduling difficulties 
(Bradford & Wyatt, 2010; Kim et al., 2005; Song et al., 2004; Srichanyachon, 2014; 
Vonderwell, 2003). The last barrier refers to students’ socioeconomic status and how 
being part of a digital divide presents a barrier to participating in e-learning (Bell & 
Federman, 2013; Chen, Lambert, & Guidry, 2010; He et al., 2015; Jackson, 2011). Table 
3 provides a summary of those barriers and associated authors. 
 
Table 3 
 
Identified Barriers and Authors 
Category Author(s) Referenced 
Isolation and Disconnection Bell & Federman, 2013; Kim, Liu, & Bonk, 2005; 
Liu, Magjuka, Bonk, & Lee, 2007; Overbaugh & 
Nickel, 2011; Song, Singleton, Hill, & Koh, 2004; 
Vonderwell, 2003 
Course Design and Communication Bradford, 2010; Kim, Liu, & Bonk,  2005; Shea, 
2006; Song, Singleton, Hill, & Koh, 2004; 
Srichanyachon, 2014; Vonderwell, 2003 
Socioeconomics Bell & Federman, 2013; Chen, Lambert, & Guidry,  
2010; He, Gajski, Farkas, & Warschauer, 2015; 
Jackson, 2011 
 
 
Isolation and Disconnection 
 As previously mentioned, students have a common perception of e-learning as 
indicative of isolation and disconnectedness. This perception is also viewed as a barrier to 
participating in e-learning (Liu et al., 2007; Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011). Students who 
need to feel connected and part of a community view e-learning as a way to become 
disconnected and therefore elect not to participate in a course structured that way. 
Students have viewed venturing into e-learning as losing a sense of community because 
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there is the appearance of no longer having a physical community presence (Song et al., 
2004). Students have expressed that they hardly knew their e-learning instructor or 
classmates and that the communication was less personal than in a traditional classroom 
setting, which furthered the feeling of disconnectedness (Kim et al., 2005; Vonderwell, 
2003). A lack of community and connection presents as a significant barrier to 
participating in e-learning because students want to feel a sense of inclusion. 
Course Design and Communication 
The most important component of a successful e-learning experience is the 
instructor. This vital role ensures that students feel connected and involved through the 
design and presentation of a course. However, according to the literature, students have 
most commonly encountered in e-learning a lack of community, feedback, and 
engagement; this lack presents as a barrier to future participation in anything related to e-
learning (Bell & Federman, 2013; Shea, Li, & Pickett, 2006; Song et al., 2004; 
Srichanyachon, 2014). Kim et al. (2005) posit the notion that social presence influences 
students’ satisfaction in a course. When that satisfaction falters, students will seek other 
methods of instruction.  
According to Shea et al. (2006), a sense of connectedness is effectively 
implemented through a present instructor, organized design, and smooth facilitation. It 
becomes even more important for an e-learning instructor to demonstrate his presence 
and ability to facilitate and guide the course in an effort to ensure students feel connected 
and that they are participating in relevant learning (Shea et al., 2006). Students’ level of 
interaction with each other and the instructor is another frequently mentioned barrier 
(Bradford & Wyatt, 2010; Kim et al., 2005; Shea et al., 2006; Vonderwell, 2003). 
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Courses must be structured in such a way that they promote student interaction with each 
other and instructors because students want to feel connected and have a relationship 
similar to what they might experience in a face-to-face course (Vonderwell, 2003). 
Delays in or lack of feedback is another barrier students have encountered in e-
learning. It often appears that once a course becomes virtual, the time it takes to receive 
feedback from an instructor increases significantly, an experience that culminates in 
frustration when a student is expected to wait extended periods of time for instructor 
responses (Kim et al., 2005; Song et al., 2004). Similar difficulties are encountered when 
students work in groups online. Coordinating schedules and getting feedback from 
classmates is a problem and increases frustrations.  
Socioeconomics 
 While offering e-learning at an institution excites some, it saddens others. This 
response is partly due to the fact that an institution may overlook some students’ lack of 
access to the resources required to participate in e-learning. The creation of a 
“participation gap” becomes real as more courses are shifted to an e-learning format; this 
gap causes a disadvantage for students who lack resources (Chen et al., 2010). Those 
students may be forced to participate in a less-desirable course option such as a face-to-
face course because they lack technological resources at home, such as computers or 
Internet access, in order to adequately handle the demands of an e-learning course 
(Jackson, 2011). At the same time, students in different socioeconomic populations can 
benefit from e-learning because it can provide access to education that would otherwise 
be too far away or too difficult to achieve (Bell & Federman, 2013; He et al., 2015). 
Participating in e-learning provides flexibility for students who otherwise may be too 
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constrained by work and family obligations and cannot afford to travel to campus on a 
regular basis. 
 Digital divides play a role in the participation barriers, as well. Instead of tapering 
the divides, e-learning appears to magnify the divides (He et al., 2015).  While the initial 
generations of a digital divide began with access to digital technologies such as the 
Internet and then access to broadband Internet accessibility, the newest divide exists 
between technology-use skills and user confidence (Bell & Federman, 2013). As Internet 
access has become more common, the divide that now presents itself has to do with the 
frequency of usage and a user’s familiarity with the technology and the diverse ways the 
Internet is being used (Bell & Federman, 2013).  
Different populations use the Internet differently, which can cause the divide to 
expand and affect “users’ cognitive, social and psychological development and 
technology skills and confidence” (Bell & Federman, 2013, p. 179). Therefore, as 
institutions of higher education continue to implement e-learning into their curriculum, it 
is important to address these potential divides not just in terms of access for students but 
also students’ technical ability. One way in which institutions can do this would be to 
incorporate alternate means for accessing resources such as through a reserve in the 
library or producing a limited number of hard copies. This way, students who do not have 
the same level of technology access are not totally excluded from being able to 
participate in a class. Additionally, providing supplemental tutorials, resources, or 
instructions to increase students’ technology awareness and ability can assist students in 
becoming more technologically competent and comfortable. 
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Summary of Barriers 
 The most common barriers to participating in e-learning identified in the literature 
were a lack of connection and isolation, poorly designed courses, the absence of feedback 
and instructor presence, and socioeconomic disadvantages. As previously stated, students 
want to feel included and that they know their instructor and classmates just as much as if 
they were in a traditional class. In addition, an instructor who is absent from a course and 
significantly delays providing feedback is a major deterrent for students who may choose 
to participate in e-learning. Offering an e-learning course requires significant work. 
Doing so requires an instructor who is capable of demonstrating social presence and an 
effective course design. However, even for a well-crafted course, some students will still 
choose not to participate due to their socioeconomic status and lack of the appropriate 
resources required for e-learning, not because they did not want to participate, but 
because they did not have the means to participate. 
Stream 3: Learning Styles of E-learning Students 
 While the first two literature streams dealt with the perceptions and barriers 
surrounding e-learning in the general literature, they did not focus on the learner 
him/herself. This third stream of literature discusses the student rather than the 
overarching e-learning technology. Specifically, the stream pertains to the importance of 
undergraduate students’ learning styles and their participation in e-learning opportunities. 
Learning styles play an important role in the life of a student because they influence how 
he/she performs and learns. This is especially important in the world of e-learning 
because it may require different skills than those to which a student is accustomed. 
Primary characteristics of students associated with e-learning are the ability to read and 
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write, learn independently, be motivated, and be computer literate (Kerr, 2006). 
Transitioning a class to an electronic platform such as a learning management system 
now opens up the amount of time and unlimited access to the Internet, which then leads 
to the expansion of traditional education learning styles (Sun, 2013). Opening up to the 
Internet adds a new layer of learning and processing of information to be adapted by the 
students.  
 There are three broad categories of learning, including auditory, visual, and 
kinesthetic. Auditory learners learn best through hearing and listening and can follow 
spoken instructions. Visual learners learn best through visual aids such as charts, graphs, 
handouts, or presentations during lectures. Kinesthetic learners are the experiential 
learners who learn best by doing rather than listening or watching. The learning style that 
would appear to be most in line with an e-learning course would be visual because so 
much of the content is uploaded and left for the students to read and absorb. Additionally, 
a more introverted student might gravitate toward this type of course because of the 
autonomy it provides the student for completing the work at his/her own speed. 
Extroverts may not appreciate an e-learning course as much because of the lack of 
connection to or socialization with others they might have in a traditional face-to-face 
course. Kim (2011) posits that the learning style will impact the teaching method in terms 
of its effectiveness and the student’s ability to learn the content; thus, it should be 
carefully considered when delivering an e-learning course. 
There are several ways to define learning styles. A student’s learning style 
develops as a result of upbringing, exposure, experience, and reactions towards a learning 
environment (Mestre, 2006). Dunn explains learning styles as “a biologically and 
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developmentally determined set of personal characteristics that make the identical 
instruction effective for some students and ineffective for others” (Dunn, 2000, p. 9). 
Wang, Wang, Wang, and Huang (2006) provide the definition of learning style as 
determined by several prominent theorists as shown in Table 4. 
 
Table 4 
 
Learning Style Definitions and Corresponding Theorists 
Theorist(s) Definition 
Kolb (1976) 
 
 
“Unique learning method presented by the learner 
during the learning process and situation” (p. 208). 
Butler (1987) 
 
 
 
 
“Shows a natural method, which is the easiest and 
most effective, and is used by the learner to realize 
the self, the environment, and relation between self 
and environment” (p. 208). 
McDermott & Beitman (1984) 
 
 
 
 
 
“Unique way of learning expressed in the learning 
process, which includes observable strategies for 
problem solving, decision making behavior, 
restrictions encountered in the learning situation 
and reaction under the expectations of others” (p. 
208). 
Gregoro (1979) & Entwistle (1981) 
 
 
“Learner preference for certain learning strategies 
in a given learning situation” (p. 208). 
Canfield & Canfield (1988) 
 
 
 
“Learning style is the peculiarity expressed by 
learners while accepting stimulation or solving 
problems under learning conditions” (p. 208). 
Keefe (1991) “Characteristic cognitive, affective, and 
psychological behaviors that served as relatively 
stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact 
with, and respond to the learning environment” (p. 
208). 
Source: Wang et al., 2006 
 
 
Even with all of those definitions, there is no single definition that encompasses all of 
what each theorist tries to convey. One thing that can be agreed upon is the fact that if 
teaching styles match with students’ learning styles, then it becomes easier for the 
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students to learn (e.g., Bajraktarevic, Hall, & Fullick, 2003; Felder & Silverman, 1988; 
Graf, Lan, Liu, & Kinshuk, 2009; Hayes & Allinson, 1996).  
 Learning style is an important factor in whether or not students will participate in 
e-learning opportunities. In fact, students often choose an e-learning course because they 
feel that it relates to their own learning styles; therefore, they are more likely to be 
successful (Daymont & Blau, 2008). However, there is significant literature both for and 
against the effects of learning styles on overall learning outcomes. Christensen, Anakwe, 
and Kessler (2001) and Kim (2011) posit that e-learning courses need to contain 
components to connect to all learning styles in order to reach the varying styles of 
students in a course. Not taking this factor into consideration can have a major impact on 
students and the course quality. Aragon, Johnson, and Shaik (2002), Benson (2005), and 
Zhang (2005) disagree, claiming instead that learning style has no impact on the outcome 
of an e-learning course. The study conducted by O’Neil and Fisher (2008) determined 
that there was no significant difference between e-learning and traditional students’ 
learning outcomes, but the students did have unique characteristics, including learning 
style. 
Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory  
While there are many ways to measure a student’s learning style, the most 
appropriate method for e-learning is Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (LSI). Studies 
utilizing the LSI demonstrate that learning styles play a significant part in e-learning 
outcomes (Mestre, 2006). The LSI is based on Kolb’s model of experiential learning; 
according to Kolb, the process consists of a four-stage cycle. Reflective observation 
occurs by watching, listening, and observing before making any decisions. Abstract 
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conceptualization refers to focusing on the incorporation of logic, ideas, and concepts 
(Mestre, 2006). Active experimentation is learning by doing, and the last cycle is concrete 
experience, which refers to incorporating personal and relevant experiences or situations 
into the learning process. Finally, applying either a theoretical or pragmatic view to an 
experience and determining how it gets converted to knowledge by doing or reflecting 
leads to the four different learning styles developed by Kolb (see Figure 4). 
 
 
Figure 5. Kolb’s Learning Styles. 
 
According to Mestre (2006), Accommodators appear to be the least likely to succeed in 
or choose an e-learning course that is abstract and reflective. Rourke and Lysynchuk 
(2000) made the following observation:  
The Accommodators have an intuitive, active approach to perceiving and 
processing information. They perform best in environments in which concrete, 
practical information is presented through interaction with peers and instructors. 
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They process information best when they can actively apply this information to 
authentic situations. (p.8) 
In another study, assimilating and accommodating students were more receptive 
to an e-learning style course than the students with converging and diverging learning 
styles (Federico, 2000). In order to ensure that Accommodators’ needs are met, course 
characteristics should include personalized learning and hands-on experiences (Mestre, 
2006).  
Honey and Mumford Learning Styles Model 
Kolb’s LSI is often used as the starting point for other studies; such is the case for 
Honey and Mumford (1986), who developed a version that classifies learners as 
Activists, Theorists, Reflectors, and Pragmatists. Out of these four learning styles, 
Reflectors and Theorists are best suited for an online environment, possibly because 
Reflectors are more apt to collect data and think about it before making any decisions and 
Theorists typically think a problem through in a step-by-step and rational manner 
(Mestre, 2006). Theorists also need the most time to come to conclusions, and they tend 
to be frustrated the most when trying to speak in a traditional classroom environment. 
Theorists would benefit from an e-learning course because of students’ ability to respond 
at their own pace rather than face the pressure of a classroom full of peers expecting an 
answer. The other two types of learners, Activists and Pragmatists, perform well in an e-
learning environment but can also succeed in a face-to-face course (Mestre, 2006).  
Pragmatists are explorers who want to try something new and like to apply learning to 
their lives, whereas Activists are more interested by the prospect of doing, thinking about 
their actions after the fact. 
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Summary of Learning Styles 
The third stream of literature provides an overview to a series of learning style 
definitions and how they are connected to student outcomes and achievement. While 
educators generally recognize three broad categories of learners – auditory, visual, 
kinesthetic – Kolb and Honey and Mumford have developed further learning styles. 
Kolb’s Learning Styles Inventory is most commonly used in the e-learning arena and was 
modified by Honey and Mumford to offer a more detailed assessment of learning styles. 
Regardless of the model, there are mixed positions on whether learning styles impact 
students’ decisions to participate in e-learning. 
Summary 
This chapter has provided an in-depth review of the literature that frames this 
study’s purpose. Surveying the literature has shown students’ various perceptions of e-
learning, prominent barriers to participating in e-learning, and learning styles may play 
into their decision to participate in e-learning. By establishing research context, this study 
strengthened the overall literature and began to close the gap in research about student 
motivations for choosing whether or not to participate in e-learning opportunities.  
Themes such as convenience and flexibility, travel avoidance, perceived ease of 
use, technology difficulties, self-discipline, and lack of community or connection 
reoccurred throughout the literature, providing the necessary support for this study. 
Common barriers to e-learning participation, such as isolation and disconnection, 
overlapped with several of the themes regarding student perceptions of e-learning. 
Additional barrier themes such as course design, communication, and socioeconomics 
also played a valuable role in assessing the existing literature. Literature on the 
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identification of an e-learning student’s learning styles demonstrated that researchers 
cannot come to an agreement as to whether these learning styles are truly connected to 
students’ overall performance and satisfaction with e-learning. These streams of literature 
confirmed that this study would produce similar results further contributing to the general 
literature surrounding undergraduate students and their perceptions of e-learning and self-
identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
 
E-learning has become an increasingly popular area for colleges and universities 
to explore as alternate ways of delivering content to students. Increasing e-learning 
access and opportunities can attract a wider range of interested students who are trying to 
balance the struggles of their everyday lives. However, only one-third of undergraduate 
students are currently capitalizing on these types of learning opportunities for content 
delivery. As institutions of higher education begin to look to alternate means of freeing 
up physical space due to maximum use, e-learning courses become a more viable option. 
This chapter provides a brief summary of the study’s framework, guiding 
questions, and quantitative research design. This quantitative study’s purpose was to 
examine the relationship between undergraduate students’ learning styles, personalities, 
motives, and perceptions and their avoidance of e-learning opportunities at a midsized 
liberal arts university in southern New Jersey. This study included an examination of the 
perceptions and self-identified barriers that motivated undergraduate students not to 
participate in e-learning opportunities. The primary research question of this study was as 
follows: What is the relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions of and 
self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at a midsized liberal 
arts university in southern New Jersey? 
The following additional questions were also examined:  
1. What are undergraduate students’ attitudes and perceptions about e-learning? 
2. What are the self-identified barriers that contribute to undergraduate students 
choosing not to participate in e-learning opportunities? 
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3. Is there a statistically significant difference between demographic 
characteristics and undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified 
barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities? 
The following hypotheses were established for this study: 
 HOG: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAG: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities. 
 HOA: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAA: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HOR: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAR: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
51 
 
 HOY: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAY: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HOT: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAT: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HOW: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAW: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HOS: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
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 HAS: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HOC: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HAC: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
undergraduates surveyed that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
Research Design and Rationale 
This quantitative study approach provided useful information to the Research Site 
to assist in its quest to build a more comprehensive and effective academic environment 
by offering e-learning opportunities that entice undergraduates who have chosen not to 
participate in any previous e-learning opportunity. The researcher implemented a cross-
sectional survey approach to retrieve quantitative data pertaining to full- and part-time 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of, attitudes towards, and self-identified barriers to e-
learning. Creswell (2012) states that a survey design approach is appropriate for 
conducting quantitative research if the researcher plans to administer a survey to a sample 
or entire population “to describe the attitudes, opinions, behaviors, or characteristics of 
the population” (p. 376). The decision to conduct a quantitative study was based on the 
researcher’s professional preference because the survey instrument design used lends 
itself better to a quantitative method of analysis. The data collected was statistically 
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analyzed to describe trends in students’ responses and tested the study’s hypotheses and 
research questions.  
Site and Population 
Population Description 
The population consisted of 7,714 full- and part-time undergraduate students at a 
midsized liberal arts university in southern New Jersey, where students pursue a range of 
degrees, including 41 major fields of study leading to BA, BS, and BFA degrees. Tables 
5 through 7 provide several demographic summaries of the undergraduate students’ races 
and ethnicities, genders, and ages. The data reported reflected the annual institutional 
data collected for the Fall 2014 semester. 
 
Table 5 
 
Undergraduate Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
Black 94 75 135 182 486 
 (1%) (1%) (2%) (2%) (6%) 
American Indian 1 1 3 4 9 
 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) 
Asian* 61 77 107 193 438 
 (1%) (1%) (1%) (3%) (6%) 
White 849 937 1,467 2,338 5,591 
 (11%) (12%) (19%) (31%) (73%) 
Hispanic 148 148 210 282 788 
 (2%) (2%) (3%) (4%) (10%) 
Two or More Races 27 42 52 92 213 
 (0%) (1%) (1%) (1%) (3%) 
Race Unknown**  22 31 22 35 110 
 (0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (1%) 
Total 1,202 1,311 1,996 3,126 7,635 
 (16%) (17%) (26%) (41%) (100%) 
Note. Asian includes Pacific Islanders; Race Unknown includes no responses. Source: 
Office of the Provost 
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Approximately 60 percent of the undergraduates attending the Research Site were 
female, as shown in Table 6. 
	
Table 6 
 
Undergraduate Enrollment by Gender, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
Female 700 750 1,177 1,904 4,531 
 (9.17%) (9.82%) (15.42%) (24.94%) (59.35%) 
Male 502 559 818 1,219 3,098 
 (6.57%) (7.32%) (10.71%) (15.97%) (40.58%) 
Other 0 2 1 3 6 
 (0.00%) (0.03%) (0.01%) (0.04%) (0.08%) 
Total 1,202 1,311 1,996 3,126 7,635 
 (15.74%) (17.17%) (26.14%) (40.94%) (100.00%) 
Source: Office of the Provost 
 
 
Almost 85 percent of students who attended were between 18 and 24 years old. 
Table 7 provides a detailed summary of the undergraduate students’ ages. 
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Table 7 
 
Undergraduate Enrollment by Age, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
17 3 1 0 0 4 
 (0.04%) (0.01%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.05%) 
18-19 1,076 509 63 1 1,649 
 (14.09%) (6.67%) (0.83%) (0.01%) (21.60%) 
20-21 57 676 1,195 645 2,573 
 (0.75%) (8.85%) (15.65%) (8.45%) (33.70%) 
22-24 36 78 508 1,716 2,338 
 (0.47%) (1.02%) (6.65%) (22.48%) (30.62%) 
25-29 15 22 122 481 640 
 (0.20%) (0.29%) (1.60%) (6.30%) (8.38%) 
30-34 7 11 29 111 158 
 (0.09%) (0.14%) (0.38%) (1.45%) (2.07%) 
35-39 3 5 28 73 109 
 (0.04%) (0.07%) (0.37%) (0.96%) (1.43%) 
40-49 1 7 36 61 105 
 (0.01%) (0.09%) (0.47%) (0.80%) (1.38%) 
50-64 2 2 15 38 57 
 (0.03%) (0.03%) (0.20%) (0.50%) (0.75%) 
65+ 2 0 0 0 2 
 (0.03%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.03%) 
Total 1,202 1,311 1,996 3,126 7,635 
 (15.74%) (17.17%) (26.14%) (40.94%) (100.00%) 
Source: Office of the Provost 
 
 
 
Additionally, 99 percent of the students were New Jersey residents, 81 percent of 
whom resided in southern New Jersey. Figure 6 provides a graphical representation of the 
geographic distribution of enrolled students. 
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Figure 6. Geographical Distribution of Enrolled Students 
 
This study’s sample was determined using a probability sampling approach 
consisting of a stratified sample of matriculated freshman and junior students across 
majors, races, and genders. At the time of the study, there were 7,714 undergraduate 
students enrolled at the Research Site. The study population consisted of the Site’s 7,680 
matriculated students. To continue to narrow the sample group, the researcher identified 
the 3,340 freshman and junior matriculated students as the target population.  
The rationale for surveying freshman students was that they were brand new to 
the Research Site and were potentially digital natives, depending on their ages; it was 
hoped that they would bring a fresh perspective to the study because of their lack of 
experience with higher education. By the time they were solicited to take the survey, they 
Southern	NJ,	
81%
Central	NJ,	9%
Northern	
NJ,	9%
Out	of	
State/Unknown,	
1%
Southern	NJ
Central	NJ
Northern	NJ
Out	of	State/Unknown
57 
 
had only completed one semester of higher education and were still novices at navigating 
their educational course decisions. The rationale for surveying juniors was that they had 
completed at least two years of education and were separated more from the freshman 
experience than were sophomores.  
Additionally, there was the possibility of juniors being recent transfer students to 
the Research Site, since there are numerous articulation agreements in place with 
surrounding community colleges to facilitate seamless transfers. Many juniors had 
transferred from local community colleges that offer a wider array of e-learning 
opportunities; thus, some of these students could have had a different opinion of e-
learning based on previous experiences. Figure 7 provides a visual representation of the 
sample group’s stratification. It was anticipated that the sample would mirror the 
institution’s demographic breakdown, with approximately 60 percent of the participants 
being female and 85 percent of them being between 18 and 24 years old.  
 
 
Figure 7. Proportionally Stratified Sample for the Study 
Total	
Headcount	
7,714
Matriculated	
7,680
Freshmen	&	
Juniors	
Sample
3,340
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The expected response rate for participation in this survey was 25%. While not a 
large number, it is widely understood that online surveying tends to yield a lesser 
response rate than other surveying methods (Best et al., 2001; Cook et al., 2000; Leece et 
al., 2004; Pan, 2010; Sheehan & McMillan, 1999). Sheehan and McMillan (1999) assert 
that a response rate range of 6% to 75% is possible for e-mail surveys, whereas Cook et 
al. (2000) concluded after synthesizing a series of survey results that an average of 40% 
was common for online surveys. 
Tables 8 through 10 provide demographic information about the sample 
population. The total numbers in the tables show 3,198 students. However, the sample 
size was actually 3,340 due to additional transfer or re-admit activity that occurred for the 
spring semester. The coordinating demographic information is not available until the 
close of the spring semester. 
 
 
Table 8 
 
Sample Population Enrollment by Gender, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Junior Total 
Female 700 
(58%) 
1,177 
(41%) 
1,877 
(58%) 
Male 502 
(42%) 
818 
(58%) 
1,320 
(42%) 
Unknown 0 
(0%) 
1 
(.01%) 
1 
(.01%) 
Total 1,202 
(100%) 
1,996 
(100%) 
3,198 
(100%) 
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Table 9 
 
Sample Population Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Junior Total 
White 849 
(71%) 
1,467 
(73%) 
2,316 
(72%) 
Black 94 
(8%) 
135 
(7%) 
229 
(7%) 
Hispanic 149 
(12%) 
209 
(10%) 
358 
(11%) 
Asian* 60 
(5%) 
108 
(5%) 
164 
(5%) 
American Indian 1 
(0%) 
3 
(0%) 
4 
(0%) 
Two or More Races 27 
(2%) 
52 
(3%) 
79 
(2%) 
Race Unknown** 22 
(2%) 
22 
(2%) 
44 
(1%) 
Total 1,202 
(100%) 
1,996 
(100%) 
3,198 
(100%) 
Note. Asian includes Pacific Islanders; Race Unknown includes no responses. 
 
 
Table 10 
 
Sample Population Enrollment by Age, Fall 2014 
 Freshman Junior Total 
Less than 18 3 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(0%) 
18-19 1,089 
(91%) 
96 
(5%) 
1,194 
(37%) 
20-21 38 
(3%) 
1,265 
(63%) 
1,303 
(41%) 
22-24 35 
(3%) 
414 
(21%) 
449 
(14%) 
25-29 14 
(1%) 
113 
(6%) 
127 
(4%) 
30-34 6 
(0%) 
32 
(2%) 
38 
(1%) 
35-39 3 
(0%) 
25 
(1%) 
28 
(1%) 
40-49 1 
(0%) 
36 
(2%) 
37 
(1%) 
50-64 2 
(0%) 
15 
(1%) 
17 
(1%) 
65+ 2 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(0%) 
Total 1,202 
(100%) 
1,996 
(100%) 
3,198 
(100%) 
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Site Description 
The planned Research Site was a public mid-sized liberal arts university located 
in southern New Jersey. The institution is young in comparison to other institutions of 
higher education in that it is just over 40 years old. The Research Site offered 
approximately 51 online and 66 hybrid courses in the Fall 2014 semester. As previously 
illustrated in Tables 5 to 7, approximately 73 percent of the undergraduate students were 
white, 60 percent of the students were female, and 86 percent of the total undergraduate 
population was between 18 and 24 years old. Also, as previously mentioned, 99 percent 
of the students were New Jersey residents, 81 percent of whom resided in southern New 
Jersey. 
Site Access 
The researcher’s managerial role at the Research Site afforded her the opportunity 
to conduct the study with ease. The study had the full support and backing of the 
Research Site administrators, who agreed to assist however possible by providing access 
to additional data if needed and permitting the study to occur at the institution. The 
administration anticipates using the study results for insight into the portion of 
undergraduate students who do not participate in e-learning opportunities in order to 
address what can be done to improve those students’ experiences. To provide a seamless 
research experience, Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was sought from the 
Research Site once Drexel University granted IRB approval to conduct the study.  
Research Methods 
Once IRB approval was obtained, the cross-sectional online survey was 
distributed electronically via e-mail to the sampled freshman and junior students. The 
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email was sent to students regardless of whether they were enrolled in e-learning or 
traditional courses. “Results would most likely not be skewed toward online usage” or 
toward only those who were avid participants of e-learning because the college email 
system is the official means of communication with all of its students (Callaway & 
Alflayyeh, 2011, p. 63). Moreover, an emailed survey approach for distribution has been 
frequently utilized and verified by several academic researchers (see Callaway & 
Alflayyeh, 2011; Ritter, Polnick, Fink, & Oescher, 2010; Robinia & Anderson, 2010). 
The survey was open for two weeks and included two follow-up e-mail reminders sent 
seven and twelve days after the initial notification. The survey instrument was a 
questionnaire administered through Survey Monkey, a web-based electronic survey 
service provider.  
Description of Methods Used  
Instrument Description 
The primary instrument for this cross-sectional survey study was an online 
quantitative survey (see Appendix A) built on and hosted by the online survey provider 
Survey Monkey. The researcher had a premium access account that included access to 
data analysis and reporting tools. The survey was distributed electronically via e-mail to 
the sampled freshman and junior students. The survey instrument used was a compilation 
of questions adapted from two previous studies conducted by Otter et al. (2013) and 
Muilenberg and Berge (2005). The researcher secured permission to adapt the survey 
instruments from the respective authors. Refer to Appendix B for a copy of the e-mail 
confirmation of permission. The primary adaptation was that not every question from the 
original instruments was incorporated into the researcher’s survey instrument. The 
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wording of questions was not altered in any way. However, to avoid confusion, it is 
important to note that any “prediction” or “predicting” that appeared in the survey 
instrument was used synonymously to describe the expectancies relating to e-learning in 
this study. 
The first set of introductory questions centered on the participant’s connection to 
e-learning, learning effectiveness, enjoyment of participating, and number of online 
courses that had been completed or dropped. The next series of questions began with 
students’ barriers to and perceptions of e-learning. Instructions and context for answering 
the questions were provided. The questions were clustered into three categories: 
pedagogical, social, and technical influences. A 5-point Likert-type scale with ranges of 
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” was used. The last series of questions included a 
range of demographic questions to ascertain respondents’ race, age, gender, school of 
study, grade level, transfer status, employment status, and commuting distance. These 
demographic questions were constructed based on the researcher’s review of the 
literature and prior research studies. Table 11 provides a summary of the survey 
instrument questions and corresponding details. 
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Table 11 
 
Survey Instrument Characteristics 
Question Content # of 
Questions 
Scale/Type of Question Source 
 
Self-characterization 
regarding e-learning 
 
 
1 
 
5-pt Likert-type (Strongly 
Disagree  
to Strongly Agree) 
 
Muilenberg & Berge 
View of personal 
learning effectiveness of 
e-learning 
 
1 5-pt Likert-type (Strongly 
Disagree  
to Strongly Agree) 
Muilenberg & Berge 
View of enjoyment of e-
learning 
 
1 Choose 1 Muilenberg & Berge 
Number of e-learning 
courses completed 
 
1 Choose 1 Muilenberg & Berge 
Number of e-learning 
courses dropped 
 
1 Choose 1 Muilenberg & Berge 
Perceptions and Barriers: 
Pedagogical Influences 
 
20 5-pt Likert-type (Strongly 
Disagree  
to Strongly Agree) 
Muilenberg & Berge; 
Otter 
Perceptions and Barriers: 
Social Influences 
 
8 5-pt Likert-type (Strongly 
Disagree  
to Strongly Agree) 
Muilenberg & Berge 
Perceptions and Barriers: 
Technical Influences 
 
6 5-pt Likert-type (Strongly 
Disagree  
to Strongly Agree) 
Muilenberg & Berge 
Demographics 
 
8 Choose 1 Researcher 
 
 
Participant Selection 
The participants for this study consisted of matriculated freshman and junior 
students at the Research Site. Because the Research Site has a large undergraduate 
population, it was necessary to refine the number of participants to be surveyed. 
Therefore, the researcher chose to focus solely on matriculated freshmen and juniors. The 
rationale for surveying freshman students was that they were brand new to the Research 
Site and potentially digital natives, depending on their ages; they could bring a fresh 
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perspective to the study because of their lack of experience with higher education. By the 
time they were solicited to take the survey, they had only completed one semester of 
higher education and were still novices at navigating their educational course decisions.  
The rationale for choosing to survey juniors was that they had completed at least 
two years of education and were separated more from the freshman experience than were 
sophomores. Additionally, juniors were not beginning the last semester of their 
undergraduate education as were senior students. It was predicted that graduating seniors 
might be less engaged and even less inclined to participate in any type of survey and were 
therefore not considered as participants in this study.  
By this point, the juniors sampled may or may not have already had an e-learning 
experience. Additionally, there was a high possibility that the juniors surveyed had 
transferred from a surrounding community college after completing their associate’s 
degree.  The Research Site has several articulation agreements with surrounding 
community colleges that allows for a seamless transition from the two-year institution to 
the four-year Research Site. Because of this transfer, it was also possible that the juniors 
would have had a prior experience with e-learning at their two-year institution; this 
experience may have influenced their perceptions and attitudes towards e-learning. 
Identification and Invitation 
 Once the IRB and site approvals were granted, one of the researcher’s colleagues 
sent out an e-mail through Survey Monkey to notify students of the electronic survey. 
This method provided a separation between the researcher and participants. The email 
explained the study’s purpose and informed the students of their ability to opt out of the 
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survey at any time if they chose to do so. Upon clicking on the survey link, the first 
screen that students saw included the electronic acknowledgement to participate. It stated,  
You are invited to help a doctoral student from Drexel University conduct a 
dissertation research study in the area of e-learning. The purpose of this research 
is to examine the relationship between undergraduate students’ perceptions of, 
attitudes towards, and self-identified barriers to choosing to participate or not 
participate in e-learning opportunities at this Research Site. This survey should 
take you approximately 15 minutes to complete and your responses are 
anonymous. Please answer the survey questions below that relate to your 
perceptions and identification of barriers relating to e-learning. There are no right 
or wrong answers, so please answer as honestly as you can. Participation in the 
survey is voluntary and at any point, you can choose to exit the survey without 
harm or penalty. Your responses will be compiled into a spreadsheet and saved on 
a secure server accessible only to the researcher. The results of this study will be 
used for scholarly purposes only. None of the data will be published or displayed 
in a way that would expose or identify you personally. The researcher values your 
feedback. In appreciation, participants who complete the survey will be entered 
into a random drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card. Five (5) participants will be 
randomly chosen as winners. You must be at least 18 years old and a student at 
the Research Site to participate. By completing and submitting the survey, you are 
allowing your responses to be used as part of a study on perceptions of and 
barriers to e-learning participation. Clicking on ‘Next’ indicates that you have 
read this notice and agree to participate. If you have any questions, feel free to 
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contact me at dmk338@drexel.edu or Dr. Joyce Pittman, Principal Investigator, 
jap386@drexel.edu.  
Survey reminders were then emailed seven and twelve days after the initial distribution 
email.  
The researcher was the only one with access to the survey data as it was collected 
through Survey Monkey. Participation in the survey was anonymous since the researcher 
collected no personally identifiable information as students were completing the survey. 
Because the survey was voluntary, students who completed the survey were 
automatically entered into a drawing to win one of five $50 Amazon gift cards. This 
incentive was provided to encourage students to complete the survey. 
Data Collection 
 The researcher provided a brief introduction to the survey itself, which was 
previously included in the invitation email. It explained the basic directions for 
completing the survey and answering specific styles of questions. The survey was 
constructed so that students could complete it anywhere on any type of electronic device 
as long as they had Internet access. Responses were automatically compiled into a 
spreadsheet within Survey Monkey for exportation into SPSS, a statistical package 
created by IBM, for further analysis. A web-based data-collection approach allowed all 
the freshman and junior students to complete the survey within the same timeframe and 
ensured that the data was neatly captured and organized.  
Before any analysis occurred, the same colleague who had distributed the e-mail 
invitations chose the five gift card winners by first identifying and isolating the e-mail 
addresses for students that had completed the survey from the list that Survey Monkey 
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provided. A random number generator was then used to identify five students who had 
completed the survey. Once a random number was chosen, the e-mail address that 
corresponded to the chosen number was used to contact and inform the student that he or 
she was one of the gift card winners.  
Data Analysis 
Table 12 provides a matrix of the central research question and its sub-questions, 
as well as their respective data-collection and analysis methods. The questions utilized 
both descriptive statistics and Chi-square tests of independence that were calculated in 
SPSS. Chi-square tests of independence were used to analyze the data for the presence of 
statistically significant differences between student demographics and e-learning 
participation, perceptions and e-learning participation, and self-identified barriers and e-
learning participation. Chi-square tests of independence were utilized to test whether 
factors (independent variables) were independent of each other (Ravid, 2011). 
Incorporating the demographic questions allowed for the determination of relationships 
between independent variables (such as age, gender, year, major, perceptions, and 
barriers) and dependent variables (e-learning participation). 
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Table 12 
 
Data Instrumentation and Collection Matrix 
Research Questions Quantitative Data Collection 
Methods 
Data Analysis 
 
What is the relationship 
between undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of and 
self-identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning 
opportunities at a midsized 
liberal arts college in southern 
New Jersey? 
 
 
Quantitative 
 
Survey 
 
Chi-square, 
descriptive 
statistics 
(SPSS) 
What are the undergraduate 
students’ attitudes towards and 
perceptions about e-learning? 
 
Quantitative Survey Descriptive 
statistics 
(SPSS) 
 
What are the self-identified 
barriers that contribute to 
undergraduate students 
choosing not to participate in e-
learning opportunities? 
 
Quantitative Survey Descriptive 
statistics 
(SPSS) 
Is there a statistically significant 
difference between 
demographic characteristics and 
undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of and self-
identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning 
opportunities? 
Quantitative Survey Chi-square, 
descriptive 
statistics 
(SPSS) 
 
 
Based on the number of students participating, the researcher combined categories 
(or cells) to streamline the conducting of the selected statistical test. “Strongly disagree” 
and “disagree” categories were combined into “disagree” and “agree” and “strongly 
agree” were combined into “agree.” The neutral “neither agree nor disagree” remained 
the same. The concept of cell collapsing will be further explained in the next chapter. 
Descriptive statistics from the collected data were used to describe the 
respondents. Means and standard deviations were used for the numerous variables, in 
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addition to means arranged from highest to lowest for each of the perception and barrier 
questions. Participants’ responses to the questions with the 5-point Likert-type format are 
reported in the appendices. Lastly, this study included a number of tables and figures to 
depict e-learning participation uncovered between the independent variables.  
Stages of Data Collection 
Table 13 outlines the stages of data collection for the study and the researcher’s 
overall dissertation timeline. 
 
 
Table 13  
 
Data Collection and Dissertation Timeline  
Task Date 
Submit proposal for IRB approval January 2015 
Administer study survey February 2015 
Begin data analysis Late February 2015 
Write/revise Chapter 4 Late February – April 2015 
Write/revise Chapter 5 April 2015 – May 2015 
Submit final dissertation draft May 2015 
Final defense Late May 2015 
Graduation June 2015 
 
 
Reliability and Validity Procedures 
 This quantitative cross-sectional study was designed to obtain the 
perspectives of undergraduate students at the Research Site and to examine their 
perceptions of and self-identified barriers to choosing to participate in e-learning 
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opportunities. As previously stated, the survey instrument was a compilation of questions 
adapted from two different studies conducted by Otter et al. (2013) and Muilenberg and 
Berge (2005). As a result of combining the two survey instruments, several survey items 
were not included to avoid redundancy. Question wording was not altered in any way. As 
mentioned previously, in an effort to avoid confusion, it is important to note that any 
“prediction” or “predicting” that appeared in the survey instrument was used 
synonymously to describe the expectancies relating to e-learning in this study. 
The populations surveyed in both of the previous studies included undergraduate 
students, just as the researcher intended to do in the present study. Both the Otter and 
Muilenberg and Berge instruments were tested for reliability and validity by presenting 
pilot studies to further refine their initial survey instruments. Cronbach’s alpha was also 
used to determine the survey instruments’ reliability and validity so that all items on the 
survey were measured for internal consistency. The calculated Cronbach’s alpha score for 
the scale used in this study was .869, which exceeds the .70 benchmark, thereby 
indicating it had acceptable reliability for the scale after being adapted from the previous 
two studies.  
Ethical Considerations 
The research conducted in this study required Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
approval since a quantitative approach utilizing a survey was implemented and 
distributed to human subjects, specifically full- and part-time undergraduate students. 
Once the IRB application was submitted to Drexel University, a copy was provided to the 
Research Site in order to secure permission to conduct the study. The participants’ safety 
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and protection was always at the heart of the study. All participants were at least 18 years 
old, which eliminated the need for parental consent.  
The quantitative survey that was distributed electronically contained an informed 
consent portion within the body of the invitation email. Participants were able to decide 
whether to consent and complete the survey simply by acknowledging the email and 
clicking the survey link. Within the survey, there was an option to discontinue at any time 
if the participant felt uncomfortable with completing the process; if a participant exited 
the survey before completing it, his or her responses were not saved. Every effort was 
made to collect data from a viable sample size so as not to directly identify participants 
by their responses. Because all of the data was being collected electronically, security, 
data privacy, and confidentiality issues were addressed with great care. Any files were 
kept locally on the researcher’s password-protected computer. Data will be stored until 
the researcher has decided it is no longer needed, and no data that could possibly identify 
participants was or will be transmitted electronically.  
In addition, backup copies of all data were kept with the Principal Investigator 
(PI) at Drexel University via the password-protected Dissertation Management System 
(DMS). Only the approved PI and co-PI have access to this information. At the 
conclusion of the study, original copies of all research data collected were submitted and 
will be stored by Drexel University for three years, as per its research procedures. The 
researcher completed the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) training for 
IRB, which met the requirement for Drexel University’s IRB approval process.  
Summary 
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 Chapter 3 has provided the framework of the methodology for conducting this 
cross-sectional research study, which intended to analyze the perceptions of and self-
identified barriers to undergraduates’ participation in e-learning opportunities. In order to 
effectively implement this study and begin to analyze the perceptions of and barriers to e-
learning identified by the undergraduate students being surveyed, it was important to 
ensure that an appropriate instrument was chosen and tested for its reliability and validity. 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to ensure the instrument’s reliability and validity. The 
statistical methods implemented included Chi-square tests of independence and 
descriptive statistics. Additionally, this chapter addressed the importance of ethical 
implications for conducting a study and highlighted data-protection procedures in place 
to ensure participants’ safety and confidentiality. 
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Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretations 
 The goal of this quantitative study was to examine undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of and self-identified barriers towards e-learning at a midsized liberal arts 
university in southern New Jersey. Approximately 16% of the freshman and junior 
students at the Research Site (N = 534) completed a web-based questionnaire (see 
Appendix A). The problem, purpose statement, and research questions guided the 
development of the cross-sectional survey approach in the conduct of this study. This 
study’s primary focus was to determine possible relationships between undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning 
opportunities at the Research Site.  Therefore, the primary research question was as 
follows: What are the significant relationships between undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of and self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning opportunities at 
the research site? 
The following subsequent research questions were developed for further 
exploration: 
1. What are undergraduate students’ attitudes and perceptions about e-learning? 
2. What are the self-identified barriers that contribute to undergraduate students 
choosing not to participate in e-learning opportunities? 
3. Is there a statistically significant difference between demographic characteristics 
and undergraduate students’ perceptions of and self-identified barriers to 
participating in e-learning opportunities? 
In addition, the following hypotheses were established: 
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 HOG: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAG: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that gender is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities. 
 HOA: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAA: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that age is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HOR: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HAR: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that race is a barrier to participating in e-learning 
opportunities.  
 HOY: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
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 HAY: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that year (grade) is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HOT: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAT: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that transfer status is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
 HOW: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAW: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that work schedule is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HOS: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAS: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that school of study is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
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 HOC: There is no statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities.  
 HAC: There is a statistically significant difference in the perception among 
surveyed undergraduates that commute time is a barrier to participating in e-
learning opportunities. 
This chapter begins with a summary of the study’s overall findings, including 
demographics and response rates of the sample surveyed. Descriptive statistics are 
provided, followed by chi-square tests of independence, which were performed to 
analyze the 475 participant responses to the survey instrument. The quantitative data was 
processed using SPSS as the primary statistical analysis tool. The next section presents 
the study’s results and interpretations, which offer a synthesis of the research analyzed, a 
discussion of the results’ implications, and possible solutions to the problem being 
studied. The last chapter will provide the quantitative study’s interpretations, 
recommendations, and conclusions. 
Findings 
Survey Administration Procedure 
 The online survey was distributed to all freshman and junior students at the 
Research Site who were 18 years or older at the beginning of the survey period, February 
2, 2015.  The survey was administered via a colleague functioning as the honesty broker 
to ensure that there was no conflict with the researcher. Participants were asked to 
complete the questionnaire by February 15, 2015. They were reminded again on February 
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8, 2015, and then for a final time on February 13, 2015. Collection of the results 
concluded on February 15, 2015.  
Sample Demographics and Response Rate 
 There were 3,340 questionnaires distributed to the freshman and junior students at 
the Research Site. Initially, there were 534 returned responses; however, 59 were 
eliminated because respondents only answered a minimal number of questions and did 
not fully complete the survey. Table 14 shows the number of potential participants and 
the response rate for those students who were contacted to complete the online survey 
questionnaire. While the researcher expected a response rate of 25%, the study yielded 
only a 14.22% response rate. However, as previously mentioned, a low response rate is 
not uncommon for online surveys (Nulty, 2008; Pan, 2010).  
 
Table 14 
 
Potential Participants and Response Rate 
Questionnaires Participants % 
     Sent 3340 100.0 
     Returned 534 15.99 
     Opted Out 8 .002 
     Fully Completed 475 14.22 
Response Rate  14.22 
 
 
The overall response rate was highest among junior students, with 312 (66.1%) of 
those targeted fully completing the survey. There was less freshman participation, with 
only 160 (33.9%) represented. Of the 475 respondents, 125 (26.3%) were male, 348 
(73.3%) were female, and 2 (0.4%) indicated their gender as “other.” The age of the 
respondents varied from 18 to over 61, with 51-60 and 61+ having the least 
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representation at only 0.2%. There was minimal racial diversity among the respondents, 
as 78.1% were White (non-Hispanic), 7.2% were Asian, and 6.8% were Hispanic. There 
was almost an equal split between transfer and non-transfer student respondents. In terms 
of employment, 38.8% of respondents reported that they were not employed at the time 
they completed the survey. Additionally, 42.5% of the respondents indicated that they 
resided on campus and therefore had no commute. Tables 15 and 16 provide a thorough 
examination of the sample respondents’ demographics. 
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Table 15 
 
Demographic Information for Survey Participants 
 % in Sample Sample 
Year   
    Freshman 33.9 160 
    Junior 66.1 312 
       Total 100.0 472 
   No response  3 
Transfer Status   
   Transfer 44.6 211 
    Non-transfer 55.4 262 
        Total 100.0 473 
   No response  2 
Gender   
   Male 26.3 125 
   Female 73.3 348 
   Other 0.4 2 
       Total 100.0 475 
   No response   
Age   
   18-21 77.3 367 
   22-25 14.7 70 
   26-30 2.5 12 
   31-40 3.4 16 
   41-50 1.7 8 
   51-60 0.2 1 
   61+ 0.2 1 
       Total 100.0 475 
   No response   
Race   
   American Indian 0.2 1 
   Asian 7.2 34 
   Black 4.4 21 
   Hispanic 6.8 32 
   White, non-Hispanic 78.1 370 
   Other 3.4 16 
       Total 100.0 474 
   No response  1 
 
 
 
  
80 
 
Table 16 
 
Additional Demographic Information for Survey Participants 
School of Study % in Sample Sample 
   Arts & Humanities 7.8 37 
   Business 16.8 80 
   Education 5.5 26 
   General Studies 1.5 7 
   Health Sciences 21.9 104 
   Natural Sciences & Mathematics 20.6 98 
   Social & Behavioral Sciences 23.4 111 
   More than one major 2.5 12 
       Total 100.0 475 
Work Schedule   
   Not employed 38.8 183 
   <10 hours 15.3 72 
   10-20 hours 25.8 122 
   20-25 hours 13.1 62 
   Full time 7.0 33 
       Total 100.0 472 
   No response  3 
Commute   
   On campus 42.5 202 
   <20 minutes 22.5 107 
   21-40 minutes 18.9 90 
   41-60 minutes 10.7 51 
   >1 hour away 5.3 25 
        Total 100.0 475 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Eight demographic questions were included on the survey instrument. The data 
collected was used to describe the sample and examine associations between the 
categorical and continuous variables (respondents’ demographics) and their perceptions 
and identified barriers. The categorical variables included demographics such as gender, 
race, year of study, transfer status, and school of study. The continuous variables 
included age, commute, and work schedule. Table 17 presents the means and standard 
deviations for these variables. 
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Table 17 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used in Analysis 
Variable M SD 
Gender of participant (1 = Male) 
 1.74 0.45 
Age of participant (1 = 18-21) 
 1.39 0.89 
Race of participant (1 = American Indian/Alaskan Native) 
 4.65 0.92 
Year, or grade, of participant (1 = Freshman) 
 1.66 0.47 
Transfer status of participant (1 = Yes) 
 1.55 0.50 
Work status of participant (1 = Does not work) 
 2.34 1.30 
School of program of study in which participant attends (1 = Arts & 
Humanities) 
 
4.81 2.08 
Commute time of participant (1 = Lives on campus) 2.14 1.23 
Note. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, N = 475.   
 
 
Gender 
 Respondents were provided with three options when answering the gender 
question – male, female, or other. The researcher wanted to be respectful of those 
individuals who may have been transgendered and did not necessarily identify with one 
of the two typical gender categories. The majority of respondents (73.3%) were female. 
Age 
 A respondent’s age was measured on a seven-point metric with the following 
possible responses: 18 to 21, 22 to 25, 26 to 30, 31 to 40, 41 to 50, 51 to 60, and 61 and 
older. The mean score of 1.39 suggests that the average age of the participants was at the 
lower end of the 18 to 21 category, which would be appropriate considering that 77.3% 
of the respondents fit that category. 
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Race 
 Racial diversity was measured on a six-point metric with the following possible 
responses: American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic, 
White (non-Hispanic), and Other. The majority of respondents (78.1%) were White (non-
Hispanic). 
Year 
 There were only two options to choose from for the question of year of study, as 
respondents were either freshmen or juniors. Based on this variable, the majority of 
respondents (66.1%) were juniors. 
Transfer Status 
 Because the Research Site has a high transfer population, it was important to 
identify whether a respondent was a transfer or native student, as prior experience with e-
learning may have impacted a respondent’s position. The majority of respondents were 
not transfer students (55.4%).  
 Work Schedule 
 The work schedule variable was measured on a five-point metric, which included 
the following options: not employed, work less than 10 hours, work 10 to 20 hours, work 
between 21 to 30 hours, or work 31+ hours per week. The majority of respondents 
(38.8%) indicated that they were not employed. 
School of Study 
 This variable pertains to the school in which a student’s major is located. It was 
measured on an eight-point metric with the following possible response categories: Arts 
and Humanities, Business, Education, General Studies, Health Sciences, Natural Sciences 
83 
 
and Mathematics, Social and Behavioral Sciences, and more than one major, which 
would indicate involvement in more than one school. The majority of respondents 
(23.4%) came from the School of Social and Behavioral Sciences, with Health Sciences 
(21.9%) and Natural Sciences & Mathematics (20.6%) close behind. 
Commute 
 The last variable, commute status, utilized a five-point metric with the following 
possible responses: live on campus so there is no commute, a commute time of less than 
20 minutes, a commute time of 21 to 40 minutes, a commute time of 41 to 60 minutes, or 
a commute of more than one hour. The majority of respondents (42.5%) resided on 
campus and did not have a commute. 
Survey Instrument Reliability Estimation 
 Since the survey instrument included questions that required a Likert-type scale, it 
was necessary to subject the survey to a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient 
calculation to determine reliability. Cronbach developed the alpha statistic to measure the 
function of reliability through the internal consistency of the scale being utilized (Tavakol 
& Dennick, 2011). The alpha ranges are measured by a value between 0 and 1, where the 
higher scores are indicative of better reliability. A scale has an acceptable level of 
reliability when it produces a score of .70 or higher (Cronbach, 1970). However, a lower 
alpha level could also be reliable if it pertains to a scale with a smaller number of items 
(Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). The researcher calculated the Cronbach’s alpha score for the 
scale used in this study as .869, which exceeds the .70 benchmark, thereby indicating it 
had acceptable reliability for the scale. 
 
84 
 
Frequency Distributions of Survey Responses 
 The summary of survey responses is reported by frequency distributions and 
divided into seven sections for discussion. The first subsection reports the frequencies of 
the respondents’ self-characterization regarding online learning. The second subsection 
reports the frequencies of how the respondents viewed their personal learning 
effectiveness in online learning. The third subsection provides a comparison of 
respondents’ perspectives regarding the online learning experience versus a face-to-face 
course. The fourth subsection includes questions specific to the number of e-learning 
courses respondents had completed or dropped. The fifth subsection reports the 
frequencies of the pedagogical influences on respondents’ perceptions of and identified 
barriers to e-learning. The sixth subsection reports the frequencies of the socially 
influenced perceptions and barriers, and the last subsection reports the frequencies of the 
technologically influenced perceptions and barriers. For a complete display of the 
frequencies and their associated percentages, see Appendix G. 
Self-Characterization Regarding Online Learning 
 This section consisted of one question: “How would you characterize yourself 
regarding online learning?” It asked respondents to identify their level of agreement with 
four statements pertaining to their self-characterizations regarding online learning. Table 
18 provides a summary of the responses. In the first answer option, it is apparent that 
respondents did use online learning technology quite frequently, as the majority strongly 
disagreed (59.79%). As the statements progress to reflect increased technology usage and 
interaction, the level of disagreement begins to decrease. 
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Table 18 
 
Self-Characterization Regarding Online Learning 
 
Option 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
I do not use online learning 
technology (such as email and the 
Internet) much. 
 
279 
(59.49%) 
127 
(27.08%) 
18 
(3.84) 
32 
(6.82%) 
13 
(2.77%) 
I use online learning technologies 
such as email and the Internet for 
my own personal productivity but 
not for education or training 
purposes. 
 
123 
(26.23%) 
200 
(42.64%) 
54 
(11.51%) 
59 
(12.58%) 
33 
(7.04%) 
I am learning online, but I am 
unsure of my skills when doing so. 
 
88 
(18.84%) 
156 
(33.40%) 
129 
(27.62%) 
79 
(16.92%) 
15 
(3.21%) 
I have learned, or I am learning 
online and feel comfortable and 
confident when I do so. 
23 
(4.86%) 
62 
(13.11%) 
104 
(21.99%) 
171 
(36.15%) 
113 
(23.89%) 
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree 
 
 
Personal Learning Effectiveness of E-Learning 
 This section contained six statements, three of which pertained to a respondent’s 
current experience with online learning and three that involved predicting what the 
response would be from someone who had never taken an online course. The main 
question asked, “How do I view my learning effectiveness in online learning?” The 
responses showed that the majority of respondents did not learn as well online as they did 
in a classroom and that they also saw a difference in their online learning (see Table 19). 
The responses related to the predicted view of learning effectiveness were slightly more 
evenly distributed. With the exception of a small portion of undecided respondents, 
respondents were nearly equal in predicting whether or not they would learn as well 
online as in a traditional classroom. However, when posed with the statement whether 
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they would learn better online, a total of 277 (60.35%) respondents indicated a higher 
level of disagreement. 
 
Table 19 
 
Personal Learning Effectiveness of E-Learning 
 
Option 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
I cannot learn as well online as I can in 
the classroom with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 
33 
(7.01%) 
92 
(19.53%) 
77 
(16.35%) 
166 
(35.24%) 
103 
(21.87%) 
I really do not see much difference in my 
learning in an online learning 
environment compared to being in the 
classroom with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 
74 
(15.71%) 
217 
(46.07%) 
82 
(17.41%) 
73 
(15.50%) 
25 
(5.31%) 
I learn better online compared to being in 
the classroom with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 
117 
(25.11%) 
183 
(39.27%) 
109 
(23.39%) 
45 
(9.66%) 
12 
(2.58%) 
While I have never completed an online 
class, I predict I would not learn as well 
online as I would in the classroom with 
other learners and the instructor. 
 
94 
(20.43%) 
87 
(18.91%) 
95 
(20.65%) 
129 
(28.04%) 
55 
(11.96%) 
While I have never completed an online 
class, I predict I would not see much 
difference in my learning in an online 
learning environment compared to being 
in the classroom with other learners and 
the instructor. 
 
103 
(22.49%) 
143 
(31.22%) 
138 
(30.13%) 
63 
(13.76%) 
11 
(2.40%) 
While I have never completed an online 
class, I predict I would learn better online 
compared to being in the classroom with 
other learners and the instructor. 
121 
(26.36%) 
156 
(33.99%) 
127 
(27.67%) 
42 
(9.15%) 
13 
(2.83%) 
Note.  1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree 
 
 
Enjoyment of Online Learning 
Questions in the third subsection asked respondents to select a statement that best 
described their enjoyment of online learning compared to face-to-face learning. The 
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majority (30%) said they enjoyed online learning significantly less than face-to-face 
learning. Twenty-two percent indicated that they really did not see much of a difference 
between the two styles. Only 12% indicated that they liked online learning significantly 
more than face-to-face interactions. For those respondents who had not yet experienced 
an online course, 23% predicted that they would enjoy online learning significantly less 
than face-to-face, and only 3% predicted they would enjoy it significantly more than 
face-to-face. 
Online Courses Completed or Dropped 
 Questions in the fourth subsection asked respondents about the number of online 
courses they had completed up to the time of the survey. The majority of respondents 
(41.7%) had not taken any e-learning courses. About 22% of respondents had taken at 
least one online course, while 12.2% had taken two courses. Only a small portion had 
taken eight or more online courses (2.5%). Table 20 presents these responses and the 
number of online courses that respondents had dropped. The majority of respondents 
(85.5%) who registered for online courses indicated that they had never withdrawn from 
any of those courses. 
 
Table 20 
 
Percentage of Online Courses Completed or Dropped 
 
# of Courses 
 
% of Courses Completed 
 
% of Courses Dropped 
0 41.7 85.5 
1 22.1 10.5 
2 12.2 2.3 
3 9.5 0.4 
4 5.1 0.2 
5 3.8 0.2 
6 2.3 0.4 
7 0.8 0.4 
8 or more 2.5 0.0 
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Pedagogically Influenced Perceptions and Barriers 
The fifth subsection of questions began to inquire about students’ perceptions of 
and barriers to participating in e-learning courses. The first series of perceptions and 
barriers contained pedagogical aspects of e-learning, such as access to an instructor, 
responsibility for participation, structure, and organization. Table 21 displays the results.  
The majority of agreement pertained to students’ concern about lacking access to an 
instructor (55.79%) or having to take on most of the responsibility for learning online 
(80.55%). Respondents indicated a higher level of concern about a lack of structure in e-
learning (44% agreed). There was also significant acknowledgment that procrastination 
plays a part in impacting learning in an online course (47.68% agreed). Respondents were 
most in agreement in feeling that online learning was impersonal (58.23%) and that the 
quality of materials and instruction would be lower than in a face-to-face environment 
(49.47%). In regards to choosing to learn the easier aspects of the assignments, 
respondents were slightly more in agreement (40.42%); however, a significant portion of 
respondents was undecided as to which they would do (24.63%). Additionally, students 
were almost evenly split in their concern over whether online instructors would offer 
timely feedback (37.34% disagreed and 34.17% agreed; this statement also produced a 
high number of undecided respondents (28.48%)). 
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Table 21 
 
Pedagogical Aspects of E-Learning 
Option 1 2 3 4 5 
I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 
 
44 
(9.26%) 
114 
(24%) 
52 
(10.95%) 
195 
(41.05%) 
70 
(14.74%) 
I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own 
learning in an online course. 
 
9 
(1.90%) 
36 
(7.61%) 
47 
(9.94%) 
250 
(52.85%) 
131 
(27.70%) 
I lack the motivation to learn online. 77 (16.35%) 
147 
(31.21%) 
89 
(18.90%) 
107 
(22.72%) 
51 
(10.83%) 
I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning 
courses. 
 
49 
(10.32%) 
122 
(25.68%) 
95 
(20%) 
167 
(35.16%) 
42 
(8.84%) 
I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to 
learn” online. 
 
55 
(11.60%) 
120 
(25.32%) 
73 
(15.40%) 
160 
(33.76%) 
66 
(13.92%) 
I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments 
rather than the more demanding ones. 
 
47 
(9.89%) 
119 
(25.05%) 
117 
(24.63%) 
155 
(32.63%) 
37 
(7.79%) 
I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely 
feedback or response from the instructor. 
 
43 
(9.07%) 
134 
(28.27%) 
135 
(28.48%) 
118 
(24.89%) 
44 
(9.28%) 
Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to 
me. 
 
31 
(6.54%) 
87 
(18.35%) 
80 
(16.88%) 
186 
(39.24%) 
90 
(18.99%) 
I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials 
and instruction is lower in online courses. 
 
57 
(12%) 
98 
(20.63%) 
85 
(17.89%) 
161 
(33.89%) 
74 
(15.58%) 
I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, 
are not met when learning online. 
 
83 
(17.47%) 
148 
(31.16%) 
136 
(28.63%) 
85 
(17.89%) 
23 
(4.84%) 
I am concerned about “information overload” in online 
courses because there are too many resources and 
materials online. 
 
61 
(12.87%) 
137 
(28.90%) 
81 
(17.09%) 
152 
(32.07%) 
43 
(9.07%) 
I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or 
instructions from the online instructor. 
 
44 
(9.28%) 
93 
(19.62%) 
57 
(12.03%) 
207 
(43.67%) 
73 
(15.40%) 
Online courses provide a better learning experience than 
traditional courses. 
 
88 
(18.60%) 
179 
(37.84%) 
151 
(31.92%) 
39 
(8.25%) 
16 
(3.38%) 
Online courses require more of my time than traditional 
courses. 
 
29 
(6.13%) 
113 
(23.89%) 
155 
(32.77%) 
124 
(26.22%) 
52 
(10.99%) 
Students receive better quality teaching from online 
courses than they receive from traditional courses. 
 
100 
(21.05%) 
200 
(42.11%) 
141 
(29.68%) 
23 
(4.84%) 
11 
(2.32%) 
Students learn more in online courses than they learn in 
traditional courses. 
 
84 
(17.83%) 
184 
(39.07%) 
163 
(34.61%) 
31 
(6.58%) 
9 
(1.91%) 
An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually 
ends up being "self–directed learning." 
 
23 
(4.84%) 
99 
(20.84%) 
85 
(17.89%) 
185 
(38.95) 
83 
(17.47%) 
Students who take online courses must be more disciplined 
in their studying than students who take traditional 
courses. 
 
7 
1.48%) 
55 
(11.60%) 
66 
(13.92%) 
230 
(48.52%) 
116 
(24.47%) 
Students who take online classes are more willing to spend 
the time on coursework than students in traditional classes. 
 
23 
(4.85%) 
147 
(31.01%) 
148 
(31.22%) 
115 
(24.26%) 
41 
(8.65%) 
Most students take online courses because they believe 
that online courses are easier than traditional courses. 
16 
(3.38%) 
65 
(13.71%) 
110 
(23.21%) 
193 
(40.72%) 
90 
(18.99%) 
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree 
90 
 
Additional findings showed that respondents disagreed about cultural or other 
needs not being met in an online course (48.63%). There was a significant concern about 
the absence of clear expectations or instructions in an online course (59.07% agreed). 
Respondents were also not in agreement that online courses offered a better learning 
experience than face-to-face courses (56.44% disagreed). Despite having a significant 
number of undecided responses (32.77%), the majority was in agreement (37.21%) that 
online courses required more time than traditional courses. The majority of respondents 
indicated that they would not receive better quality teaching online than in a classroom 
(63.16%). 
In addition, respondents disagreed that they would learn more online than in a 
traditional classroom (56.09%). However, they did agree that online courses required 
more discipline and self-direction than traditional courses (72.99%). They disagreed that 
most students who take an online course are willing to spend the time completing the 
coursework (35.86%). There was also significant agreement that most individuals take an 
online course because they believe it will be easier than a face-to-face course (59.71%). 
Socially Influenced Perceptions and Barriers 
The penultimate subsection refers to the social aspects of online learning, such as 
level of interaction, fear of isolation, feelings of shyness or lack of confidence, and 
inability to interpret social cues or engage in collaboration. Table 22 shows that there was 
a high level of disagreement in regards to respondents feeling shy or lacking confidence 
in taking online courses (70.73%). An overwhelming response also shows that the 
respondents preferred to learn face-to-face rather than online (70.61%). Respondents also 
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indicated that they were not afraid of being ridiculed or feeling isolated in an online 
course (83.09%). 
However, respondents agreed that there was a concern about the lack of 
interaction and communication with peers online (44.07%) and agreed even more with 
the lack of interaction with an instructor online (60.97%). There was additional concern 
for the inability to decipher social context cues such as body language when in an online 
course (46.62%). There was also relatively equal agreement (44.09%) and disagreement 
(39.24%) regarding a lack of collaboration online. 
	
Table 22 
 
Socially Influenced Aspects of E-Learning 
 
Option 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
I am shy or lack academic confidence for 
online courses. 
 
140 
(29.47%) 
196 
(41.26%) 
70 
(14.74%) 
59 
(12.42%) 
10 
(2.11%) 
I prefer to learn through face-to-face 
interaction with other students and instructor. 
 
18 
(3.81%) 
 
38 
(8.03%) 
83 
(17.55%) 
178 
(37.63%) 
156 
(32.98%) 
I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or 
made fun of by the instructor or other 
students in the online class. 
 
219 
(46.30%) 
174 
(36.79%) 
45 
(9.51%) 
31 
(6.55%) 
4 
(0.85%) 
I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other 
students in an online course. 
 
142 
(30.02%) 
159 
(33.62%) 
59 
(12.47%) 
84 
(17.76%) 
29 
(6.13%) 
I am concerned about a lack of interaction 
and communication among students in online 
courses. 
 
81 
(17.16%) 
115 
(24.36%) 
68 
(14.41%) 
155 
(32.84%) 
53 
(11.23%) 
I am concerned about a lack of interaction 
and communication with the instructor in 
online courses. 
 
51 
(10.76%) 
86 
(18.14%) 
48 
(10.13%) 
202 
(42.62%) 
87 
(18.35%) 
I am concerned about a lack of social context 
cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
 
67 
(14.14%) 
109 
(23.00%) 
77 
(16.24%) 
157 
(33.12%) 
64 
(13.50%) 
I am concerned about a lack of collaboration 
with other students online. 
74 
(15.61%) 
112 
(23.63%) 
79 
(16.67%) 
153 
(32.28%) 
56 
(11.81%) 
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree 
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Technologically Influenced Perceptions and Barriers 
The last subsection refers to the technical aspects of e-learning. These statements 
asked about access to the necessary technology and Internet, level of comfort with 
computers and related technologies, a lack of skills for using online software and 
programs, and comfort level with learning how to use the new tools associated with an 
online course. Table 23 displays a consistent level of disagreement with each of the 
statements within the technologically influenced category. Access to the necessary tools 
such as hardware, software, or the Internet did not present a hardship to participating in 
online courses. Additionally, there was significant disagreement about not having the 
necessary skills to use or learn the various online tools and programs needed for a course.  
 
Table 23 
 
Technologically Influenced Perceptions and Barriers 
 
Option 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
The needed technology (hardware or 
software) is not accessible to me. 
 
213 
(45.13%) 
166 
(35.17%) 
57 
(12.08%) 
29 
(6.14%) 
7 
(1.48%) 
I lack a reliable Internet connection, high 
speed connectivity, or an Internet service 
provider. 
 
198 
(41.86%) 
164 
(34.67%) 
47 
(9.94%) 
55 
(11.63%) 
9 
(1.90%) 
I am uncomfortable with computers and 
related technologies. 
 
226 
(47.88%) 
145 
(30.72%) 
38 
(8.05%) 
46 
(9.75%) 
17 
(3.60%) 
I am concerned about a lack of consistency 
in platforms, hardware, browsers, and 
software for online courses. 
 
137 
(29.15%) 
144 
(30.64%) 
61 
(12.98%) 
116 
(24.68%) 
12 
(2.55%) 
I lack the necessary skills in using the 
software or programs for online courses. 
 
207 
(43.76%) 
188 
(39.75%) 
51 
(10.78%) 
22 
(4.65%) 
5 
(1.06%) 
I am uncomfortable with learning how to 
use new tools to access online courses. 
 
196 
(41.44%) 
155 
(32.77%) 
52 
(10.99%) 
60 
(12.68%) 
10 
(2.11%) 
Note. N = 475. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree 
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Chi-Square Tests of Independence 
 The researcher employed chi-squared tests of independence to conduct a question-
by-question analysis of those survey statements that used a Likert-type scale. Chi-square 
tests of independence are “used to test whether the two factors (the independent 
variables) are independent of each other” (Ravid, 2011, p. 188). These tests were used to 
identify possible relationships between specific survey items and the eight demographic 
variables. Table 24 provides the descending means and standard deviations for each 
question, with “I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an 
online course” as the most agreed-upon item, and “I do not use online learning 
technology (such as email and the internet) much” as the least agreed-upon item. 
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Table 24 
 
Survey Items Sorted by Descending Means 
Statement M SD 
I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 3.97 0.92 
I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 3.88 1.08 
Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than those who take 
traditional courses. 3.83 0.98 
I have learned or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 3.61 1.13 
Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than traditional 
courses. 3.58 1.05 
Online learning is or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 3.46 1.18 
I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 3.45 1.22 
An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed learning." 3.43 1.14 
I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online courses. 3.40 1.27 
I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 3.36 1.22 
I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 3.28 1.24 
I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online courses. 3.20 1.27 
I procrastinate or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 3.13 1.26 
Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 3.12 1.08 
I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online environment. 3.09 1.29 
I am concerned about not enough structure in e-learning courses. 3.07 1.17 
I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 3.03 1.13 
I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 3.01 1.29 
Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than those in 
traditional classes. 3.01 1.05 
I am concerned about or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 2.97 1.13 
I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. 2.97 1.31 
I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials. 2.96 1.22 
While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I would 
in the classroom. 2.92 1.33 
I lack the motivation to learn online. 2.80 1.26 
I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 2.61 1.11 
I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 2.52 1.08 
I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared to 
being in the classroom. 2.49 1.09 
While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my 
learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
2.42 1.06 
I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for 
online courses. 2.41 1.21 
Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. 2.40 0.99 
I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 2.36 1.25 
Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 2.36 0.91 
I use online learning technologies such as email and the Internet for my own personal productivity 
but not for education or training purposes. 2.32 1.19 
While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to 
being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 2.28 1.04 
I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 2.25 1.02 
Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional 
courses. 2.25 0.92 
I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 2.16 1.05 
I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 2.01 1.11 
I lack a reliable Internet connection, high-speed connectivity, or an Internet service provider. 1.97 1.08 
I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 1.90 1.13 
The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 1.84 0.96 
I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 1.79 0.89 
I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the 
online class. 1.79 0.92 
I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the Internet) much. 1.66 1.02 
Note. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, N = 475. 
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Cell Collapsing 
 Because chi-square determines whether there is a significant difference between 
the various frequencies, the expected frequency cannot be less than five (Ravid, 2011). 
However, this is only relevant when the degrees of freedom are one (Knapp, 2014). 
When the degrees of freedom are higher than one, it is necessary for at least 80% of the 
cells to meet the expected frequency minimum count of five. In order to effectively 
perform a chi-square test of independence, those cells or categories can then be collapsed 
(Voss, 2004).  
 In order to avoid low expected frequencies, the researcher collapsed the number 
of potential response categories for the independent variables and the 5-point Likert-type 
scale used in the study. The 5-point Likert-type format was recoded as follows: strongly 
disagree (1 point) and disagree (2 points) became disagree (1 point); undecided remained 
the same and was changed from 3 points to 2 points; and agree (4 points) and strongly 
agree (5 points) became agree (3 points).  Collapsing these categories assisted in avoiding 
expected frequencies of less than five; however, it was not entirely avoidable. If a cross-
tabulation outcome yielded more than 20% of expected frequencies less than five, then it 
was determined unreliable (Voss, 2004). The redefined categories are shown in Table 25. 
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Table 25 
 
Collapsed and Recoded Variables 
Variable Old # of Cells New # of Cells Recoded Description 
 
Gender 3 2 Male, 
Female, Other 
 
Race/Ethnicity 6 2 White, 
All others 
 
Age 7 2 18-25, 
≥26 
 
School of Study 8 2 ARHU, BUSN, EDUC, 
GENS, 
HLTH, NAMS, SOBL, 
+1 Major 
 
Hours Worked Per Week 5 2 < 10 hours 
≥ 10 hours 
 
Commute 5 3 On campus 
≤ 40 minutes 
≥ 41 minutes 
 
 
Statistically Significant Cross-Tabulations 
 Forty-four questionnaire items and eight demographic variables yielded the 
creation of 352 cross-tabulation tables to be examined by the researcher. Statistical 
significance was found in 66 instances (18.75% of the cross-tabulations) and is reported 
in Tables 26 through 91. Each table includes the degrees of freedom (Model df) and value 
of the chi-square test (Model Chi-Square). Those chi-square values significant at p < .05, 
p < .01, and p < .001 are marked as (*), (**), and (***). The school of study and age 
variables yielded the smallest number of statistically significant differences, with two and 
three instances respectively. The greatest occurrence of a statistical significance was 
related to whether the respondent was in the freshman or junior year (22 instances). Chi-
square and p-values for all 352 cross-tabulation tables are presented across eight tables in 
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Appendix F for reference. Cross-tabulations with expected frequencies less than five in 
20% or more of the cells are marked with (♦). 
 Table 26 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with not using online learning technology much. The relation 
between these variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.649, df = 2, p <.05). Both 
freshmen and juniors reported similarly high levels of disagreement (82.7% and 88.4%, 
respectively) with the statement. However, freshmen showed a slightly greater level of 
agreement (10.3%).This trend suggests that there was frequent technology usage across 
both grades. 
	
Table 26 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Use of Online Learning Technology (1.01) 
  
Year 
 
I do not use online learning 
technology (such as email 
and the Internet) much. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
129 
(82.7%) 
274 
(88.4%) 
 
Undecided 
11 
(7.1%) 
7 
(2.3%) 
 
Agree 
16 
(10.3%) 
29 
(9.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.649 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 27 presents the cross-tabulation of age against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with using online learning technologies for personal productivity 
but not necessarily for educational purposes. The relation between these variables was 
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statistically significant (χ2 = 9.052, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of respondents, 
regardless of whether they were older than 26, had a significant level of disagreement 
with the statement. This trend suggests that respondents used technology quite a bit for 
both personal and educational purposes. However, there was still a significant percentage 
of respondents who agreed that while they did use online technologies for their personal 
usage, they did not necessarily use them for educational purposes. 
 
Table 27 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Age and Learning Technologies (1.02) 
  
Age 
 
I use online learning 
technologies such as email 
and the Internet for my own 
personal productivity but not 
for education or training 
purposes. 
 18-25 ≥26 
Disagree 
289 
(67.1%) 
34 
(89.5%) 
 
Undecided 
54 
(12.5%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
 
Agree 
88 
(20.4%) 
4 
(10.5%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 9.052 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 28 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with online learning comfort. The relation between these 
variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.311, df = 2, p <.05). Junior respondents had 
a higher level of agreement (64.4%) than the freshmen, who had a greater sense of 
disagreement (20.3%) or indecision (27.8%). This trend could be attributed to the fact 
that the freshmen were in their first year of college and at the time of the survey 
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distribution only had completed one semester. Additionally, unless the freshman 
respondent happened to be a transfer student as well, there is a possibility that the 
respondent had not had the opportunity to participate in an online class. This result could 
also be due to the fact that the Research Site does not permit freshmen to take an online 
course in their first year.  
 
Table 28 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Online Learning Comfort (1.04) 
  
Year 
 
I have learned or I am 
learning online and feel 
comfortable and confident 
when I do so. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
32 
(20.3%) 
52 
(16.7%) 
 
Undecided 
44 
(27.8%) 
59 
(18.9%) 
 
Agree 
82 
(51.9%) 
201 
(64.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.311 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 29 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with the inability to learn online. The relation between these 
variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.334, df = 2, p <.05). Freshman respondents 
had a slightly higher level of agreement (58.5%) than the juniors (56.3%). However, 
juniors had a higher level of disagreement (29.8%), indicating a possible trend that they 
could learn just as well online as in the classroom. 
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Table 29 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Inability to Learn Online (2.01) 
  
Year 
 
I cannot learn as well online 
as I can in the classroom with 
other learners and the 
instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 32 (20.1%) 
92 
(29.8%) 
Undecided 32 (21.4%) 
43 
(13.9%) 
Agree 
93 
(58.5%) 
174 
(56.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.334 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 30 presents the cross-tabulations of year against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with indifference toward online learning. The relation between 
the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.553, df = 2, p <.05). Both freshman 
and junior respondents indicated almost identical levels of disagreement (61.8% and 
61.4%, respectively). However, the juniors had a higher level of agreement with the 
statement, possibly due to their previous experience with online courses. Regardless, the 
fact that each group agreed with the statement might suggest a trend that the students did 
see a significant difference in their learning across learning environments. 
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Table 30 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Indifference Toward Online Learning (2.02) 
  
Year 
 
I really do not see much 
difference in my learning in 
an online learning 
environment compared to 
being in the classroom with 
other learners and the 
instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 97 (61.8%) 
191 
(61.4%) 
Undecided 36 (22.9%) 
46 
(14.8%) 
Agree 
24 
(15.3%) 
74 
(23.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.553 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 31 is similar to Table 30 in that it presents the cross-tabulations of transfer 
status against the variable that measures a respondent’s agreement with indifference 
toward online learning. The relation between the transfer status variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 11.921, df = 2, p <.01). Those respondents who were not transfer 
students were slightly more in agreement (62.9%) than the transfer students (60.0%). 
However, those who had transferred had a higher level of agreement (27.1%) indicating 
their indifference toward learning online or in a classroom.  
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Table 31 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Indifference Toward Online Learning (2.02) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
I really do not see much 
difference in my learning in 
an online learning 
environment compared to 
being in the classroom with 
other learners and the 
instructor. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 126 (60.0%) 
163 
(62.9%) 
Undecided 27 (12.9%) 
55 
(21.2%) 
Agree 
57 
(27.1%) 
41 
(15.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 11.921 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 32 presents the cross-tabulations of work against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with learning better online. The relation between the work 
variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.598, df = 2, p <.05). All respondents, 
regardless of whether they worked or not, disagreed with the statement that they learn 
better online compared to being in a classroom. However, those respondents who worked 
less than ten hours had a higher level of indecision (25.6%). Only 12.3% of those who 
worked 10 hours or more a week agreed that they learn better online. This trend continues 
to suggest that perhaps online learning is not the best method of instruction for 
undergraduate students. 
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Table 32 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Learn Better Online (2.03) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I learn better online compared 
to being in the classroom 
with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 164 (65.6%) 
133 
(62.4%) 
Undecided 64 (25.6%) 
45 
(21.1%) 
Agree 
22 
(8.8%) 
35 
(12.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.598 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 33 presents the cross-tabulations of year against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with learning better online. The relation between the year 
variables (χ2 = 13.438, df = 2, p <.001) was statistically significant. Similar to Table 32, 
the results that appeared for the freshmen and juniors indicated a high level of 
disagreement (65.2% and 63.6%, respectively) in terms of whether they learn better 
online. Juniors had the higher level of agreement (15.9%), whereas there were a 
significant number of freshman respondents who were undecided as to whether they 
might learn better online (29.7%). This might be due to the fact that, as previously 
mentioned, freshmen at the Research Site do not encounter online learning opportunities 
during their first year.  
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Table 33 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Learn Better Online (2.03) 
  
Year 
 
I learn better online compared 
to being in the classroom 
with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 101 (65.2%) 
196 
(63.6%) 
Undecided 46 (29.7%) 
63 
(20.5%) 
Agree 
8 
(5.2%) 
46 
(15.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 13.438 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 34 presents the cross-tabulation of transfer status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with learning better online. The relation between the 
transfer status variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 19.675, df = 2, p <.001).  
Similar to the previous two tables, both transfers and non-transfer students were close in 
terms of their levels of disagreement with learning better online (60.1% and 67.6%, 
respectively). However, transfer students reported a higher level of agreement (19.7%) 
while non-transfers had a higher level of indecision (26.2%). These trends suggest that 
transfer students disagreed because they had had significant prior experiences with online 
learning; it further supports the possibility that perhaps online learning is not the best 
method of instruction for undergraduate students. 
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Table 34 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Learn Better Online (2.03) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
I learn better online compared 
to being in the classroom 
with other learners and the 
instructor. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 125 (60.1%) 
173 
(67.6%) 
Undecided 42 (20.2%) 
67 
(26.2%) 
Agree 
41 
(19.7%) 
16 
(6.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 19.675 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 35 presents the cross-tabulation of work against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with predicting that they will learn less online. The relation 
between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 9.012, df = 2, p <.05).Those 
respondents who worked less than 10 hours were in agreement (46.2%) with the 
statement, whereas those who worked 10 hours or more disagreed more (45.2%) or were 
more undecided whether they would not learn as well online (22.1%). This trend might 
suggest that those who worked a significant number of hours per week would not have an 
issue and were prepared to take an online course to alleviate the pressure of balancing 
work and class. 
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Table 35 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Prediction of Learning Less Online (2.04) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
While I have never completed 
an online class, I predict I 
would not learn as well 
online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 85 (34.1%) 
94 
(45.2%) 
Undecided 49 (19.7%) 
46 
(22.1%) 
Agree 
115 
(46.2%) 
68 
(32.7%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 9.012 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 36 presents the cross-tabulations of year against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with predicting that they will learn less online as well. The 
relation between the year variables was significant (χ2 = 13.019, df = 2, p <.001).  Half of 
the freshmen agreed and 21.8% were undecided, while 44.9% of the juniors disagreed 
with the statement. This might also suggest that the juniors felt they would have no 
difficulty learning online. 
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Table 36 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Prediction of Learning Less Online (2.04) 
  
Year 
 
While I have never completed 
an online class, I predict I 
would not learn as well 
online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 44 (28.2%) 
135 
(44.9%) 
Undecided 34 (21.8%) 
60 
(19.9%) 
Agree 
78 
(50.0%) 
106 
(35.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 13.019 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 37 presents the cross-tabulation of transfer status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with predicting that they will learn less online. The 
relation between the transfer status variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 13.737, df 
= 2, p <.001). While 48.8% of the transfer respondents disagreed with the statement, the 
non-transfer students indicated a higher level of agreement (44.0%) and higher level of 
indecision (24.1%). This might suggest that the non-transfer students had not had the 
same type of experience in their earlier years as the transfers did, thereby indicating they 
might encounter difficulty with learning online.  
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Table 37 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Prediction of Learning Less Online (2.04) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
While I have never completed 
an online class, I predict I 
would not learn as well 
online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 98 (48.8%) 
82 
(31.9%) 
Undecided 33 (16.4%) 
62 
(24.1%) 
Agree 
70 
(34.8%) 
113 
(44.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 13.737 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 38 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with instructor access. The relation between these variables was 
statistically significant (χ2 = 7.345, df = 2, p <.05). Both freshman and junior respondents 
agreed with the concern about a possible lack of access to the course instructor (58.1% 
and 54.5%, respectively). While both sets of respondents agreed, the juniors had the 
higher level of disagreement (36.9%), indicating that they were not quite as concerned 
about a lack of access. This trend suggests that concern with navigating the academic 
system and accessing the instructors at the Research Site could be due to the a freshman 
student’s newness, having only completed one semester thus far, or the possibility that 
the junior might also have been a transfer student and not yet familiar with the ways of 
the institution.  
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Table 38 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Instructor Access (6.01) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of access to the instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
43 
(26.9%) 
115 
(36.9%) 
 
Undecided 
24 
(15.0%) 
27 
(8.7%) 
 
Agree 93 (58.1%) 
170 
(54.5%) 
Model Chi-Square 7.345 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 39 presents the cross-tabulation of gender against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with responsibility for one’s own learning. The relation 
between these variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 11.151, df = 2, p <.01). All 
respondents, regardless of gender, agreed that an individual has to take on more 
responsibility for their own learning in an online course. However, men were more 
undecided (17.6%), and females and others were more in disagreement (9.8%). This trend 
might suggest that regardless of the individual’s gender, if he or she did not want to take 
on more responsibility for an online course then he or she would not enroll in one. 
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Table 39 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Responsibility for Own Learning (6.02) 
  
Gender 
 
I have to take on more of the 
responsibility for my own 
learning in an online course. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 11 (8.8%) 
34 
(9.8%) 
Undecided 22 (17.6%) 
25 
(7.2%) 
Agree 
92 
(73.6%) 
289 
(83.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 11.151 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 40 presents the cross-tabulation of race against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with responsibility for one’s own learning, as well. The relation 
between these variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 10.284, df = 2, p <.001). All 
respondents, regardless of race, agreed that an individual has to take on more 
responsibility for their own learning in an online course. However, white respondents had 
a higher level of indecision (18.3%). As mentioned in the discussion about Table 39, this 
trend might suggest that regardless of who the individual is, if he or she did not want to 
take on more responsibility for an online course, then, he or she would not enroll in one. 
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Table 40 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Race and Responsibility for Own Learning (6.02) 
  
Race 
 
I have to take on more of the 
responsibility for my own 
learning in an online course. 
 White All others 
Disagree 9 (8.7%) 
35 
(9.5%) 
Undecided 19 (18.3%) 
28 
(7.6%) 
Agree 
76 
(73.1%) 
305 
(82.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.284 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 41 presents the cross-tabulation of race against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with the motivation for learning online. The relation between 
these variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.614, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of 
white respondents (51.0%) disagreed that they lacked the motivation to learn online, 
whereas the majority of all other races agreed that they lacked the motivation (39.8%) or 
were undecided as to whether they might lack the motivation (25.2%).This might suggest 
that cultural diversity played a role in students’ decision to participate in e-learning 
education.  
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Table 41 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Race and Motivation (6.03) 
  
Race 
 
I lack the motivation to learn 
online. 
 White All others 
Disagree 
187 
(51.0%) 
36 
(35.0%) 
 
Undecided 
63 
(17.2%) 
26 
(25.2%) 
 
Agree 
117 
(31.9%) 
 
41 
(39.8%) 
Model Chi-Square 8.614 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
 
Table 42 presents the cross-tabulation of commute status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with the amount of structure provided in e-learning 
courses. The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
10.785, df = 2, p <.05). Those respondents that lived on campus were most concerned 
about the lack of structure (49.5%). Respondents who commuted 40 minutes or less were 
almost equally in agreement (42.6%) and disagreement (40.6%), whereas those who 
commuted the furthest distance disagreed the most (43.4%). This trend might suggest that 
those students who lived on campus might not have transferred and therefore had not had 
as much exposure to online course opportunities. 
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Table 42 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Structure (6.04) 
  
Commute 
 
I am concerned about not 
enough structure in E-
Learning courses. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 58 (28.7%) 
80 
(40.6%) 
33 
(43.4%) 
Undecided 44 (21.8%) 
33 
(16.8%) 
18 
(23.7%) 
Agree 
100 
(49.5%) 
84 
(42.6%) 
25 
(32.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.785 *   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 43 presents the cross-tabulations of work status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with the amount of structure provided in e-learning 
courses. The relation between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.675, 
df = 2, p <.05). Similar to Table 42, those respondents that worked less than ten hours 
were most in agreement (49.4%), whereas those who worked ten or more hours disagreed 
with the statement (39.2%). This might suggest that those who worked more hours were 
also the same individuals with the longer commutes; therefore, they were more concerned 
about fitting courses into a schedule rather than the format of the course. 
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Table 43 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Structure (6.04) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I am concerned about not 
enough structure in E-
Learning courses. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 85 (33.3%) 
85 
(39.2%) 
Undecided 44 (17.3%) 
50 
(23.0%) 
Agree 
126 
(49.4%) 
82 
(37.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.675 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 44 presents the cross-tabulation of gender against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement with procrastination or the feeling of not being able to get 
started learning online. The relation between the variables was statistically significant (χ2 
= 10.708, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of respondents agreed with the statement that they 
procrastinate or have trouble getting started with online learning; male respondents had 
the highest level of agreement (56.8%), whereas the females and others only had 44.4%. 
However, the females and others had a higher level of disagreement (41.3%). This might 
suggest a difference in learning characteristics and approach to learning between different 
gender categories. 
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Table 44 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Procrastination (6.05) 
  
Gender 
 
I procrastinate, or feel I 
cannot seem to “get started to 
learn” online. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 31 (24.8%) 
144 
(41.3%) 
Undecided 23 (18.4%) 
50 
(14.3%) 
Agree 
71 
(56.8) 
155 
(44.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.708 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 45 presents the cross-tabulation of race against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with procrastination or the feeling of not being able to get started 
learning online. The relation between the variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
8.710), df = 2, p <.05). Similar to Table 44, the majority of respondents agreed with the 
statement. However, while white respondents agreed (50.0%) or were undecided 
(23.1%), all other races disagreed more (39.6%). This might also suggest a difference in 
learning characteristics and approach to learning between different racial categories. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
116 
 
Table 45 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Race and Procrastination (6.05) 
  
Race 
 
I procrastinate, or feel I 
cannot seem to “get started to 
learn” online. 
 White All others 
Disagree 28 (26.9%) 
146 
(39.6%) 
Undecided 24 (23.1) 
49 
(13.3%) 
Agree 
52 
(50.0%) 
174 
(47.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.710 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 46 presents the cross-tabulation of commute status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with procrastination or the feeling of not being able 
to get started learning online. The relation between the variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 14.333, df = 4, p <.01). Those who commuted 40 minutes or less had the 
highest level of agreement at 52.0%, followed by those who lived on campus, with 
47.5%. Interestingly, those respondents who commuted 41 minutes or more disagreed the 
most (48.7%). This might suggest a difference in learning characteristics and approach to 
learning between the different commute times, as well as the necessity for commuter 
students to be more time-oriented and planning-oriented since they dealt with a longer 
commute time than other students. 
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Table 46 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Procrastination (6.05) 
  
Commute 
 
I procrastinate, or feel I 
cannot seem to “get 
started to learn” online. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 64 (31.7%) 
74 
(37.8%) 
37 
(48.7%) 
Undecided 42 (20.8%) 
20 
(10.2%) 
11 
(14.5%) 
Agree 
96 
(47.5%) 
102 
(52.0%) 
28 
(36.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 14.333 **   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 47 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with procrastination or the feeling of not being able to get started 
learning online. The relation between the variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
11.395, df = 2, p <.01). The freshmen had a significantly higher level of agreement 
(53.1%), as opposed to the juniors who had the higher level of disagreement (42.1%) 
with the statement. This suggests that juniors displayed a higher level of maturity and 
organization than freshman students, who were still adjusting to the transition from high 
school to college. 
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Table 47 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Procrastination (6.05) 
  
Year 
 
I procrastinate, or feel I 
cannot seem to “get started to 
learn” online. 
 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 43 (26.9%) 
131 
(42.1%) 
Undecided 32 (20.0%) 
41 
(13.2%) 
Agree 85 (53.1%) 
139 
(44.7%) 
Model Chi-Square 11.395 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 48 presents the cross-tabulation of transfer status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with procrastination or the feeling of not being able 
to get started learning online. The relation between the variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 6.354, df = 2, p <.05). While both sets of respondents almost equally 
agreed (46.7% and 48.9%, respectively), the transfer students had a higher level of 
disagreement with the statement (41.9%). This might suggest that juniors had a higher 
level of maturity and ability to be organized in approaching an online course due to their 
previous experiences. 
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Table 48 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Procrastination (6.05) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
I procrastinate, or feel I 
cannot seem to “get started to 
learn” online. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 88 (41.9%) 
86 
(32.8%) 
Undecided 24 (11.4%) 
48 
(18.3%) 
Agree 
98 
(46.7%) 
128 
(48.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.354 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 49 presents the cross-tabulation of year against the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with the lack of feedback or response from an online instructor. 
The relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.173, df = 2, p 
<.05). Junior respondents were the majority to disagree (42.0%), whereas the freshmen 
almost equally agreed (34.0%) with and were undecided (37.7%) about the statement. 
This might suggest that juniors were more familiar and comfortable with e-learning 
options, whereas freshmen had not yet experienced them. Therefore, there was a higher 
level of uncertainty among freshmen. 
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Table 49 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Timely Feedback (6.07) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about, or 
have found a lack of timely 
feedback or response from 
the instructor. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 45 (28.3%) 
131 
(42.0%) 
Undecided 60 (37.7%) 
75 
(24.0%) 
Agree 
54 
(34.0%) 
106 
(34.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.173 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 50 presents the cross-tabulation of transfer status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with the lack of feedback or response from an online 
instructor. The relation between the transfer variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
7.188, df = 2, p <.05). Transfer respondents disagreed about not receiving timely 
feedback from an instructor (41.9%), whereas non-transfer respondents were almost 
equally divided among agreeing (33.2%), disagreeing (33.6%), or feeling undecided 
(33.2%). Again, similar to Table 49, an increased level of familiarity with e-learning 
courses and prior experiences may have caused transfers to disagree more than non-
transfers, who may not yet have had a similar experience. 
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Table 50 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Timely Feedback (6.07) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
I am concerned about, or 
have found a lack of timely 
feedback or response from 
the instructor. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 88 (41.9%) 
88 
(33.6%) 
Undecided 47 (22.4%) 
87 
(33.2%) 
Agree 
75 
(35.7%) 
87 
(33.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.188 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 51 presents the cross-tabulation of gender against the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that online learning is or seems to be impersonal. The relation 
between the gender variables (χ2 = 6.788, df = 2, p <.05) was statistically significant. 
While all respondents were in agreement (60.0% and 57.6% each), females and others 
had a higher level of disagreement (27.5%). This might suggest that the different genders 
had different social needs that could be left unfulfilled in an online setting. 
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Table 51 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Impersonal Feeling (6.08) 
  
Gender 
 
Online learning is, or seems 
like it would be impersonal to 
me. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 22 (17.6%) 
96 
(27.5%) 
Undecided 28 (22.4%) 
52 
(14.9%) 
Agree 
75 
(60.0%) 
201 
(57.6%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.788 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 52 presents the cross-tabulations of year against the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that online learning is or seems to be impersonal. The relation 
between the year variables (χ2 = 6.353, df = 2, p <.05) was statistically significant. The 
majority of freshman respondents were in agreement (60.0%), while juniors disagreed 
more (28.0%).  
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Table 52 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Use of Impersonal Feeling (6.08) 
  
Year 
 
Online learning is, or seems 
like it would be impersonal to 
me. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 30 (18.8%) 
87 
(28.0%) 
Undecided 34 (21.3%) 
46 
(14.8%) 
Agree 
96 
(60.0%) 
178 
(57.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.353 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 53 presents the cross-tabulation of commute status against the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that online learning is or seems to be impersonal. 
The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 15.453, df 
= 4, p <.01). Those who lived on campus had the highest level of agreement (68.3%), 
whereas those who commuted the furthest distance disagreed the most (32.9%).  
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Table 53 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Impersonal Feeling (6.08) 
  
Commute 
 
Online learning is, or 
seems like it would be 
impersonal to me. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 38 (18.8%) 
55 
(28.1%) 
25 
(32.9%) 
Undecided 26 (12.9%) 
39 
(19.9%) 
15 
(19.7%) 
Agree 
138 
(68.3%) 
102 
(52.0%) 
36 
(47.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 15.453 **   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
 
Table 54 presents the cross-tabulation of gender and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with concern that quality of learning materials and instruction is 
lower in online courses. The relation between the gender variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 8.715, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of respondents in agreement were 
females and others (50.6%), whereas male respondents agreed slightly less (46.4%). 
However, while females and others agreed the most, they also disagreed more (34.6%) 
than the male students who were more undecided (26.4%). This might suggest that while 
there was a concern about the quality of online instruction, that concern might not have 
been as significant as other concerns around the notion of e-learning. 
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Table 54 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Quality of Instruction (6.09) 
  
Gender 
 
I am concerned that the 
quality of the learning 
materials and instruction is 
lower in online courses. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 
34 
(27.2%) 
121 
(34.6%) 
 
Undecided 
33 
(26.4%) 
52 
(14.9%) 
 
Agree 
58 
(46.4%) 
177 
(50.6%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.715 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 55 presents the cross-tabulation of school of study and the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that cultural or other needs are not met online. The 
relation between the school variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.592, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of respondents from the sciences were more in disagreement (52.6%) 
than the other respondents, who were more in agreement with or undecided about the 
statement (26.0% and 34.0%, respectively). This might suggest a difference in the type of 
individual who entered into the various schools of study. 
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Table 55 
 
Cross-Tabulation of School and Cultural Needs (7.01) 
  
School 
 
I feel my cultural needs or 
those that other students have 
are not met when learning 
online. 
 ARHU, BUSN, 
EDUC, & GENS 
HLTH, NAMS, 
SOBL, & +1 Major 
Disagree 
60 
(40.0%) 
171 
(52.6%) 
 
Undecided 
51 
(34.0%) 
85 
(26.2%) 
 
Agree 
39 
(26.0%) 
69 
(21.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.592 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 56 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that there is a concern for information overload. The relation 
between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.358, df = 2, p <.01). The 
majority of respondents that agreed with the statement were freshmen (46.9%), while the 
majority of juniors disagreed with the statement (46.3%). Again, this might be due to the 
fact that many freshmen had not yet experienced an online course and therefore had 
preconceived notions about course styles. 
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Table 56 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Information Overload (7.02) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about 
“information overload” in 
online courses because there 
are too many resources and 
materials online. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 53 (33.1%) 
144 
(46.3%) 
Undecided 32 (20.0%) 
49 
(15.8%) 
Agree 
75 
(46.9%) 
118 
(37.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.358 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 57 presents the cross-tabulation of gender against the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that there is a lack of clear expectation or instruction from the 
instructor in online courses. The relation between the gender variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 6.874, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of female and others agreed (59.9%) 
with the statement, whereas male respondents were more undecided (18.4%).  
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Table 57 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Lack of Clear Expectations (7.03) 
  
Gender 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of clear expectations or 
instructions from the online 
instructor. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 31 (24.8%) 
106 
(30.4%) 
Undecided 23 (18.4%) 
34 
(9.7%) 
Agree 
71 
(56.8%) 
209 
(59.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.874 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 58 presents the cross-tabulations of commute status and the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that there is a lack of clear expectation or instruction 
from the instructor in an online course. The relation between the commute variables was 
statistically significant (χ2 = 6.874, df = 4, p <.01). The majority of commuters who were 
in agreement were those who lived on campus (67.8%). However, while the two 
commuter groups were in agreement (53.1% and 51.3%, respectively), they also had the 
highest level of disagreement with the statement (34.2% each). This might suggest that 
those commuters who could also be transfer students had prior experiences that led them 
to be more knowledgeable about online courses. 
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Table 58 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Lack of Clear Expectations (7.03) 
  
Commute 
 
I am concerned about a 
lack of clear expectations 
or instructions from the 
online instructor. 
 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 44 (21.8%) 
67 
(34.2%) 
26 
(34.2%) 
Undecided 21 (10.4%) 
25 
(12.8%) 
11 
(14.5%) 
Agree 
137 
(67.8%) 
104 
(53.1%) 
39 
(51.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 11.678 *   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 59 presents the cross-tabulation of gender against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement that online courses require more time. The variable’s relation 
with the time requirement was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.232, df = 2, p <.05). The 
majority of female respondents felt that the courses did require more time, whereas males 
both disagreed (36.3%) and were undecided (37.1%). This might suggest that men 
approached online coursework the same as their traditional courses, so they did not feel 
there was much of a difference in time spent on the courses. 
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Table 59 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Time Requirement (7.05) 
  
Gender 
 
Online courses require more 
of my time than traditional 
courses. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 45 (36.3%) 
97 
(27.8%) 
Undecided 46 (37.1%) 
109 
(31.2%) 
Agree 33 (26.6%) 
143 
(41.0%) 
Model Chi-Square 8.232 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 60 presents the cross-tabulation of work against the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that online courses require more time. The variable’s relation 
with the time requirement was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.705, df = 2, p <.05). The 
majority of respondents who worked 10 hours or more agreed with the statement 
(44.2%), whereas those who worked less were more undecided (37.3%) or disagreed 
(31.4%). This trend suggests that those who worked less than ten hours might also have 
been on-campus students whose schedules were slightly more flexible compared to those 
who commuted and had fuller schedules to manage. 
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Table 60 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Time Requirement (7.05) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
Online courses require more 
of my time than traditional 
courses. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 80 (31.4%) 
60 
(27.9%) 
Undecided 95 (37.3%) 
60 
(27.9%) 
Agree 
80 
(31.4%) 
95 
(44.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.705 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 61 presents the cross-tabulations of year against the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement that online courses require more time. The variable’s relation 
with the time requirement was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.328, df = 2, p <.05). While 
the juniors both disagreed (30.9%) and agreed (39.9%) the most with the statement, the 
freshman respondents were more undecided (40.3%) about whether online courses would 
require more time. This might suggest that their lack of experience and exposure to 
online courses led them to not be able to make a decision regarding the matter. 
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Table 61 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Time Requirement (7.05) 
  
Year 
 
Online courses require more 
of my time than traditional 
courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 46 (28.9%) 
96 
(30.9%) 
Undecided 64 (40.3%) 
91 
(29.3%) 
Agree 
49 
(30.8%) 
124 
(39.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.328 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
 
Table 62 presents the cross-tabulation of transfer status against the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement that online courses require more time. The variable’s 
relation with the time requirement was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.417, df = 2, p <.05). 
Transfer respondents were most in agreement (44.3%) with the statement. Interestingly, 
the non-transfer respondents were almost equally distributed in terms of their level of 
agreement. This might suggest that some of those non-transfers had yet to participate in 
an online course, which would account for their indecision, or they had participated and 
simply did not feel much of a difference in terms of time commitment. 
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Table 62 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Time Requirement (7.05) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
Online courses require more 
of my time than traditional 
courses. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 54 (25.7%) 
87 
(33.3%) 
Undecided 63 (30.0%) 
92 
(35.2%) 
Agree 
93 
(44.3%) 
82 
(31.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.417 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 63 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that students learn more online than in traditional classes. The 
relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.204, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of both variables disagreed with the statement (50.3% and 59.9%, 
respectively). However, the freshmen had a higher level of indecision (43.4%), which 
might suggest that their lack of exposure to online courses left them unable to decide 
whether this might have been an accurate statement. 
  
134 
 
Table 63 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Increased Learning through Online Courses (7.07) 
  
Year 
 
Students learn more in online 
courses than they learn in 
traditional courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
80 
(50.3%) 
185 
(59.9%) 
 
Undecided 
69 
(43.4%) 
94 
(30.4%) 
 
Agree 
10 
(6.3%) 
30 
(9.7%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.204 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
 
Table 64 presents the cross-tabulation of age and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that online courses do not really need a teacher, but are more 
self-directed learning courses. The relation between the age variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 13.222, df = 2, p <.001). The majority of respondents 18-25 years old 
agreed with the statement, whereas those 26 or older disagreed (50%). 
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Table 64 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Age and Not Needing a Teacher (7.08) 
  
Age 
 
An online course does not 
really need a teacher – it 
usually ends up being "self–
directed learning." 
 18-25 ≥26 
Disagree 103 (23.6%) 
19 
(50%) 
Undecided 79 (18.1%) 
6 
(15.8%) 
Agree 
255 
(58.4%) 
13 
(34.2%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 13.222 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 65 presents the cross-tabulation of school of study and the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that online courses do not really need a teacher, but 
are more self-directed learning courses. The relation between the school variables was 
statistically significant (χ2 = 6.177, df = 2, p <.05). Students in the sciences agreed more 
with the statement (59.4%), whereas students in the other schools disagreed more 
(26.0%). This might suggest a difference in opinion across the various schools of study. 
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Table 65 
 
Cross-Tabulation of School and Not Needing a Teacher (7.08) 
  
School 
 
An online course does not 
really need a teacher – it 
usually ends up being "self–
directed learning." 
 ARHU, BUSN, 
EDUC, & GENS 
HLTH, NAMS, 
SOBL, & +1 Major 
Disagree 39 (26.0%) 
83 
(25.5%) 
Undecided 36 (24.0%) 
49 
(15.1%) 
Agree 
75 
(50.0%) 
193 
(59.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.177 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
Table 66 presents the cross-tabulation of work and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that those who take online courses need to be more disciplined in 
their studying. The relation between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
10.945, df = 2, p <.01). While both groups of respondents were in agreement (67.3% and 
80.6%, respectively), those who worked less than ten hours disagreed more (15.4%). This 
might suggest that those who worked ten hours or more were already more disciplined in 
their schedules than those who did not work as much.  
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Table 66 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Self-Discipline (7.09) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
Students who take online 
courses must be more 
disciplined in their studying 
than students who take 
traditional courses. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 39 (15.4%) 
22 
(10.1%) 
Undecided 44 (17.3%) 
20 
(9.2%) 
Agree 
171 
(67.3%) 
175 
(80.6%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.945 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 67 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that those who take online courses need to be more disciplined in 
their studying. The relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
8.915, df = 2, p <.05). While both types of respondents agreed, the freshmen were more 
undecided about whether this statement was true. As mentioned previously, this might 
also suggest that a freshman’s lack of experience with an online course left him or her 
unable to make a decision.  
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Table 67 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Self-Discipline (7.09) 
  
Year 
 
Students who take online 
courses must be more 
disciplined in their studying 
than students who take 
traditional courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 20 (12.5%) 
40 
(12.9%) 
Undecided 33 (20.6%) 
33 
(10.6%) 
Agree 
107 
(66.9%) 
238 
(76.5%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.915 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 68 presents the cross-tabulation of the commute variables against the 
variable measuring a respondent’s agreement that those who take an online course are 
willing to spend more time on their coursework. The finding was statistically significant 
(χ2 = 10.513, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of commuter respondents who traveled 41 
minutes or more agreed (43.4%), while those who lived on campus were most undecided 
(36.8%) and those who commuted 40 minutes or less disagreed the most (38.6%). This 
might suggest that those who had the furthest commute understood the need to be more 
diligent with an online course, as more significant learning could occur on one’s own 
time.  
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Table 68 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Willingness to Do Online Work (7.10) 
  
Commute 
 
Students who take online 
classes are more willing 
to spend the time on 
coursework than students 
in traditional classes. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 73 (36.3%) 
76 
(38.6%) 
21 
(27.6%) 
Undecided 74 (36.8%) 
52 
(26.4%) 
22 
(28.9%) 
Agree 
54 
(26.9%) 
69 
(35.0%) 
33 
(43.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.513 *   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 69 presents the cross-tabulations of the work variable against the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that those who take an online course are willing to 
spend more time on their coursework. The relation between variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 10.614, df = 2, p <.001). The majority of respondents who worked ten 
hours or more agreed (40.3%), whereas those who worked less than 10 hours disagreed 
(36.9%). This might suggest that those who worked less than 10 hours a week were less 
inclined to participate in an online course because they did not want to put the time in, 
whereas those who worked more would do it in order to achieve their degree. 
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Table 69 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Willingness to Do Online Work (7.10) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
Students who take online 
classes are more willing to 
spend the time on coursework 
than students in traditional 
classes. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 94 (36.9%) 
74 
(34.3%) 
Undecided 92 (36.1%) 
55 
(25.5%) 
Agree 
69 
(27.1%) 
87 
(40.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.614 ***  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 70 presents the cross-tabulation of the year variable against the variable 
measuring a respondent’s agreement that those who take an online course are willing to 
spend more time on their coursework. The relation between variables was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 7.618, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of juniors were in agreement 
(37.0%), whereas 38.1% of freshmen were undecided or disagreed (36.3%). As 
previously mentioned in earlier tables, this might suggest that freshmen responded this 
way due to their lack of experience and exposure to online courses. 
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Table 70 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Willingness to Do Online Work (7.10) 
  
Year 
 
Students who take online 
classes are more willing to 
spend the time on coursework 
than students in traditional 
classes. 
 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 58 (36.3%) 
109 
(35.0%) 
Undecided 61 (38.1%) 
87 
(28.0%) 
Agree 
41 
(25.6%) 
115 
(37.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.618 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 71 present the cross-tabulations of the transfer student variable against the 
variable measuring a respondent’s agreement that those who take an online course are 
willing to spend more time on their coursework. The relation between the variables was 
statistically significant (χ2 = 8.073, df = 2, p <.05). The majority of transfer respondents 
agreed (39.3%), whereas the non-transfer students actually disagreed (36.4%) or were 
more undecided about the statement (35.6%). This might suggest that the transfer 
students had previous experience in online education that led them to agree with the 
statement. 
  
142 
 
Table 71 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Transfer Status and Willingness to Do Online Work (7.10) 
  
Transfer Student 
 
Students who take online 
classes are more willing to 
spend the time on coursework 
than students in traditional 
classes. 
 Transferred Non-Transfer 
Disagree 73 (34.6%) 
95 
(36.4%) 
Undecided 55 (26.1%) 
93 
(35.6%) 
Agree 
83 
(39.3%) 
73 
(28.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.073 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 72 presents the cross-tabulation of race and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that they are shy or lack confidence to take online courses. The 
relation between the race variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 9.310, df = 2, p 
<.01). The majority of each set disagreed with the statement (58.7% and 74.1%, 
respectively), while several of the white respondents were also more undecided (21.2%) 
or in agreement (20.2%) than all others. This might suggest that diverse academic 
development played a role in a student’s confidence level. 
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Table 72 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Race and Confidence (8.01) 
  
Race 
 
I am shy or lack academic 
confidence for online courses. 
 White All others 
Disagree 61 (58.7%) 
274 
(74.1%) 
Undecided 22 (21.2%) 
48 
(13.0%) 
Agree 
21 
(20.2%) 
48 
(13.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 9.310 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 73 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that they are shy or lack confidence to take online courses. The 
relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.489, df = 2, p 
<.05). While the majority of both sets of respondents disagreed, freshmen slightly agreed 
with the statement (18.8%). This might suggest that only a small portion of individuals 
were shy and still developing their academic confidence as they progressed through their 
first year at the Research Site. 
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Table 73 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Confidence (8.01) 
  
Year 
 
I am shy or lack academic 
confidence for online courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 101 (63.1%) 
232 
(74.4%) 
Undecided 29 (18.1%) 
41 
(13.1%) 
Agree 
30 
(18.8%) 
39 
(12.5%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.489 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 Table 74 presents the cross-tabulation of work and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that students prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction. The 
relation between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.079, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of both variables agreed with the statement (70.5% and 71.3%, 
respectively). However, there was a portion of those who worked less than ten hours who 
were undecided (20.9%). This might suggest that those who worked less than 10 hours 
could have been freshmen who had not yet had the opportunity to try an online course. 
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Table 74 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Face-to-Face Preference (8.02) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I prefer to learn through face-
to-face interaction with other 
students and instructor. 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 22 (8.7%) 
32 
(14.8%) 
Undecided 53 (20.9%) 
30 
(13.9%) 
Agree 
179 
(70.5%) 
154 
(71.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.079 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
 
Table 75 presents the cross-tabulation of work and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with fear of being ridiculed online. The relation between the 
work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.860, df = 2, p <.05). Both sets of 
respondents indicated a high level of disagreement (81.5% and 85.6%, respectively), 
while those who worked less than ten hours had a higher level of indecision (12.2%). 
Again, as mentioned previously, the group who worked less than ten hours and was 
undecided might have consisted of freshmen who had not yet participated in an online 
course. 
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Table 75 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Fear of Ridicule (8.03) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I am afraid I will be publicly 
ridiculed or made fun of by 
the instructor or other 
students in the online class. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 207 (81.5%) 
185 
(85.6%) 
Undecided 31 (12.2%) 
12 
(5.6%) 
Agree 
16 
(6.3%) 
19 
(8.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.860 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 76 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with fear of being ridiculed online. The relation between the year 
variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.657, df = 2, p <.01). Again, as mentioned 
previously, the fact that there was a higher level of undecided freshman respondents 
might suggest that they had not yet participated in an online course. 
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Table 76 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Fear of Ridicule (8.03) 
  
Year 
 
I am afraid I will be publicly 
ridiculed or made fun of by 
the instructor or other 
students in the online class. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 119 (74.8%) 
272 
(87.5%) 
Undecided 24 (15.1%) 
20 
(6.4%) 
Agree 
16 
(10.1%) 
19 
(6.1%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.657 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 77 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with feeling isolated from others in an online course. The 
relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.558, df = 2, p 
<.01). Both freshman and junior respondents disagreed that they were afraid of isolation 
(54.1% and 68.9%, respectively); however, the freshmen had a slightly higher level of 
agreement (27.0%) and indecision (18.9%). As previous trends continue to suggest, the 
absence of a previous online experience for freshman may have played a role in their 
responses. 
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Table 77 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Fear of Isolation (8.04) 
  
Year 
 
I am afraid of feeling isolated 
from the other students in an 
online course. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
86 
(54.1%) 
215 
(68.9%) 
 
Undecided 
30 
(18.9%) 
29 
(9.3%) 
 
Agree 
43 
(27.0%) 
68 
(21.8%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.558 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 78 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement regarding the lack of interaction and communication among 
students. The relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.769, 
df = 2, p <.05). Freshmen were most in agreement (47.8%), while juniors largely 
disagreed (45.8%). This continues to suggest that a freshman’s lack of experience and 
exposure to online learning might be an indicator of their responses. 
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Table 78 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Lack of Interaction (8.05) 
  
Commute 
 
I am concerned about a 
lack of interaction and 
communication among 
students in online 
courses. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 71 (35.3%) 
92 
(47.2%) 
33 
(43.4%) 
Undecided 29 (14.4%) 
23 
(11.8%) 
16 
(21.1%) 
Agree 
101 
(50.2%) 
80 
(41.0%) 
27 
(35.5%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 10.093 *   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 79 presents the cross-tabulation of commute and the variable that measures 
a respondent’s agreement regarding the lack of interaction and communication among 
students. The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
10.093, df = 2, p <.05). Those respondents who lived on campus agreed the most 
(50.2%), while those who commuted from any distance disagreed with the statement 
(47.2% and 43.4%, respectively). This might suggest that those who lived on campus 
may not have experienced online courses, since they did not have a commute, whereas 
those who were commuters might have previously looked to condense their travel time to 
campus and take online options where available. 
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Table 79 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Lack of Interaction (8.05) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of interaction and 
communication among 
students in online courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 54 (34.0%) 
142 
(45.8%) 
Undecided 29 (18.2%) 
39 
(12.6%) 
Agree 
76 
(47.8%) 
129 
(41.6%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.769 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 80 presents the cross-tabulation of gender and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with feeling a lack of social context cues in an online course. The 
relation between the gender variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.658, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of respondents who agreed were male (56.0%). However, while the 
majority of females and others agreed (43.3%), almost an equal number of females and 
others disagreed (41.0%). This trend might suggest an indifference to the importance of 
social cues by females and others. 
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Table 80 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Social Context Cues (8.07) 
  
Gender 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of social context cues (e.g., 
body language) in the online 
environment. 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 
33 
(26.4%) 
143 
(41.0%) 
 
Undecided 
22 
(17.6%) 
55 
(15.8%) 
 
Agree 
70 
(56.0%) 
151 
(43.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.658 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 81 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement with a lack of opportunity for collaboration online. The relation 
between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 8.415, df = 2, p <.05). The 
majority of respondents who agreed were freshmen (51.9%), whereas juniors largely 
disagreed (44.1%). This continues to suggest the difference among freshmen and their 
lack of exposure to online learning. 
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Table 81 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Lack of Collaboration (8.08) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of collaboration with other 
students online. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 
49 
(30.6%) 
137 
(44.1%) 
 
Undecided 
28 
(17.5%) 
50 
(16.1%) 
 
Agree 
83 
(51.9%) 
124 
(39.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 8.415 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 82 presents the cross-tabulation of commute status and the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with the inability to access the necessary technology. 
The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.540, df 
= 4, p <.05). All respondents indicated that they disagreed with the statement, with those 
respondents who commuted 40 minutes or less having the highest percentage (86.2%). 
This might suggest that the majority of respondents had no difficulty accessing the 
necessary technology such as a computer, whereas only a small percentage had limited 
access. This result could have been due to the increased availability of inexpensive 
netbooks, laptops, and tablets. 
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Table 82 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Technology Accessibility (9.01) 
  
Commute 
 
The needed technology 
(hardware or software) is 
not accessible to me. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 
149 
(74.5%) 
169 
(86.2%) 
61 
(80.3%) 
 
Undecided 
35 
(17.5%) 
12 
(6.1%) 
10 
(13.2%) 
 
Agree 
16 
(8.0%) 
15 
(7.7%) 
5 
(6.6%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.540 *   
Model df 4   
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 83 presents the cross-tabulation of commute status and the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement with lack of Internet access or a reliable connection. 
The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 14.981, df 
= 4, p <.01). There was a high percentage of disagreement (69.2% to 83.2%) among the 
varying respondents. The on-campus respondents had the highest level of agreement and 
indecision (17.4% and 13.4%, respectively). This result could have been due to the on-
campus respondents’ desires to have a faster connection and less interruption due to all 
the competing devices around campus trying to access the Internet. 
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Table 83 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Technology Reliability (9.02) 
  
Commute 
 
I lack a reliable Internet 
connection, high speed 
connectivity, or an 
Internet service provider. 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 
139 
(69.2%) 
163 
(83.2%) 
60 
(78.9%) 
 
Undecided 
27 
(13.4%) 
10 
(5.1%) 
10 
(13.2%) 
 
Agree 
35 
(17.4%) 
23 
(11.7%) 
6 
(7.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 14.981 **   
Model df 4   
Note. The percentage of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
  
Table 84 presents the cross-tabulations of gender and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement about a lack of consistency across platforms for online learning. 
The relation between the gender variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 9.223, df = 2, 
p <.05). While all disagreed, males were more undecided. Regardless, this might suggest 
that there is no longer as much of a concern about the type of platform or services used 
for online courses. 
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Table 84 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Gender and Technology Consistency (9.04) 
  
Gender 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of consistency in platforms, 
hardware, browsers, and 
software for online courses. 
 
 Male Female, Other 
Disagree 68 (54.4%) 
213 
(61.7%) 
Undecided 26 (20.8%) 
35 
(10.1%) 
Agree 
31 
(24.8%) 
97 
(28.1%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 9.223 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 85 present the cross-tabulation of age and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement about a lack of consistency across platforms for online learning. 
The relation between the age variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.128, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of respondents 26 or older disagreed (7.9%), while 28.0% of the 18-
25 year old respondents agreed. This might suggest that there is no longer as much of a 
concern about the type of platform or services used for online courses. 
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Table 85 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Age and Technology Consistency (9.04) 
  
Age 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of consistency in platforms, 
hardware, browsers, and 
software for online courses. 
 
 18-25 ≥26 
Disagree 251 (58.1%) 
30 
(78.9%) 
Undecided 60 (13.9%) 
1 
(2.6%) 
Agree 
121 
(28.0%) 
7 
(18.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.128 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Tables 86 present the cross-tabulations of commute status and the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement about a lack of consistency across platforms for 
online learning. The relation between the commute variables was statistically significant 
(χ2 = 10.513, df = 4, p <.05). While those with the farthest commute disagreed the most, 
those who lived on campus agreed the most. This might suggest that because a significant 
number of freshman respondents lived on campus, they had not yet experienced an online 
course and therefore were not sure whether there could be inconsistencies. 
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Table 86 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Commute and Technology Consistency (9.04) 
  
Commute 
 
I am concerned about a 
lack of consistency in 
platforms, hardware, 
browsers, and software 
for online courses. 
 
 On Campus ≤ 40 Minutes ≥ 41 Minutes 
Disagree 101 (50.2%) 
125 
(64.8%) 
55 
(72.4%) 
Undecided 33 (16.4%) 
20 
(10.4%) 
8 
(10.5%) 
Agree 
67 
(33.3%) 
48 
(24.9%) 
13 
(17.1%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 15.077 **   
Model df 4   
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 87 presents the cross-tabulation of work status and the variable that 
measures a respondent’s agreement about a lack of consistency across platforms for 
online learning. The relation between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 
9.500, df = 2, p <.01). This might also suggest that because freshmen students might have 
worked less than 10 hours, they had not yet experienced an online course and therefore 
were not sure whether there could be inconsistencies. 
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Table 87 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Technology Consistency (9.04) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of consistency in platforms, 
hardware, browsers, and 
software for online courses. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 137 (54.4%) 
143 
(66.5%) 
Undecided 32 (12.7%) 
28 
(13.0%) 
Agree 
83 
(32.9%) 
44 
(20.5%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 9.500 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 88 presents the cross-tabulations of year and the variable that measures a 
respondent’s agreement about a lack of consistency across platforms for online learning.  
The relation between the work variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 12.645, df = 2, 
p <.01). While both sets of respondents significantly disagreed, the freshmen had a higher 
level of agreement (31.4%). As previously mentioned, this might be due to the fact that 
the freshmen might not have had online course exposure yet. 
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Table 88 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Use of Technology Consistency (9.04) 
  
Year 
 
I am concerned about a lack 
of consistency in platforms, 
hardware, browsers, and 
software for online courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 79 (49.7%) 
201 
(65.3%) 
Undecided 30 (18.9%) 
30 
(9.7%) 
Agree 
50 
(31.4%) 
77 
(25.0%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 12.645 **  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 89 presents the cross-tabulations of race and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that they lack the necessary skills to use online course programs. 
The relation between the race variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.860, df = 2, p 
<.05). The majority of both race categories disagreed with the statement (76.0% and 
85.6%, respectively). White respondents were slightly more undecided than all other 
races. This trend might suggest that the majority of students had a satisfactory skill set 
needed for navigating online courses. 
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Table 89 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Race and Skills (9.05)  
  
Race 
 
I lack the necessary skills in 
using the software or 
programs for online courses. 
 White All others 
Disagree 79 (76.0%) 
315 
(85.6%) 
Undecided 14 (13.5%) 
37 
(10.1%) 
Agree 
11 
(10.6%) 
16 
(4.3%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.273 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
Table 90 present the cross-tabulations of work status and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that they lack the necessary skills to use online course programs. 
The relation between the work status variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 6.408, df 
= 2, p <.05). Respondents from each category significantly disagreed (72.0% and 77.8%, 
respectively). As previously mentioned in earlier tables, those who worked less than 10 
hours may have been freshmen who had not yet experienced an online course. 
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Table 90 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Work and Skills (9.05) 
  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 
I lack the necessary skills in 
using the software or 
programs for online courses. 
 
 < 10 Hours ≥ 10 Hours 
Disagree 183 (72.0%) 
168 
(77.8%) 
Undecided 31 (12.2%) 
19 
(8.8%) 
Agree 
40 
(15.7%) 
29 
(13.4%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 6.408 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 91 presents the cross-tabulation of year and the variable measuring a 
respondent’s agreement that they lack the necessary skills to use online course programs. 
The relation between the year variables was statistically significant (χ2 = 7.909, df = 2, p 
<.05). While both groups had a high level of disagreement, the freshmen were more 
undecided than juniors. This might be due to their lack of experience and exposure 
pertaining to online courses. 
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Table 91 
 
Cross-Tabulation of Year and Skills (9.05) 
  
Year 
 
I lack the necessary skills in 
using the software or 
programs for online courses. 
 Freshman Junior 
Disagree 124 (77.5%) 
270 
(87.1%) 
Undecided 22 (13.8%) 
28 
(9.0%) 
Agree 
14 
(8.8%) 
12 
(3.9%) 
 
Model Chi-Square 7.909 *  
Model df 2  
Note. The number of participants in each category is in parentheses. 
* p < 0.5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Results and Interpretations 
 The quantitative research methods utilized in this study provide a comprehensive 
understanding of undergraduate students’ perceptions of and barriers to participating in e-
learning at a midsized liberal arts university in southern New Jersey. In the final chapter, 
the primary research question and its three subsequent questions that guided this work 
will be discussed individually. In this section, however, the emerged trends, patterns, and 
ideas that came from the findings were consolidated and are representative of both groups 
of undergraduate students that were surveyed.  
 To review, the survey questionnaire reported undergraduate students’ level of 
agreement regarding an assortment of perceptions and potential barriers that influence 
their decision to participate in e-learning courses. After reviewing the survey responses 
for completion, there were 475 viable responses to analyze. It was quickly determined 
that the majority of respondents use technology all the time, so they are familiar with the 
concept of e-learning and online learning courses. While numerous respondents indicated 
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they had learned online or were comfortable doing so, they did not agree that they learn 
better online.  
 In addition, when asked to indicate their level of enjoyment of online learning, 
30% of the respondents reported that they did not enjoy online learning and 23% 
predicted that they would not enjoy it if they had the opportunity to participate. However, 
41% of the respondents stated they had not taken an online course. 
 Upon further investigation, it became apparent that respondents had a tendency to 
procrastinate if they had an e-learning course because it did not occur in a face-to-face 
environment (47.7%). The majority of respondents agreed that participating in an online 
or e-learning course requires a significant amount of discipline (73%) and responsibility 
(80.6%), which is supported by the works of Dale and Spencer (2001), Klaus and 
Changchit (2009), Liaw (2008), Pastore and Carr-Chellan (2009), and Vaughn (2007).  
There was also a large amount of agreement (54.8%) regarding the lack of access 
to an instructor who teaches an online course, which was again represented in the level of 
respondents’ agreement (61%) for concern that a lack of communication or community 
could result from the impersonality of an online course. Studies by Bell and Federman 
(2013), Overbaugh and Nickel (2011), Boling (2012), and Liaw (2008) support the notion 
that the absence of community or connection can act as a deterrent for pursuing e-
learning options in place of face-to-face opportunities. 
 When respondents were asked about the number of online courses they started 
and then dropped, an overwhelming 85.5% indicated that they had never dropped an 
online course in which they had enrolled. However, when asked about the number of 
online courses they had completed, not counting any courses they were participating in at 
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the time of the survey, 41% of respondents indicated that they had not taken an online 
course. This may be due to the fact that freshman students at the Research Site are not 
able to take any online courses their first year at the university, and they were one part of 
the survey population.  
 The majority of respondents (71%) reported preferring to learn through face-to-
face interaction, which is not surprising considering their dislike for a lack of community 
or connection with others. It was not shyness or lack of confidence that detracts them 
from taking the online route, but rather a preference for having in-person experiences. 
While respondents were concerned about a lack of interaction with their peers (44%), this 
concern was noticeably higher regarding the potential for no connection with the 
instructor of the course (61%), a concern that is backed by works from Bradford and 
Wyatt (2010), Liu et al. (2007), and So and Brush (2008).   
The potential technological barriers presented did not appear to be as problematic 
as one might expect. The majority of respondents across nearly all of the questions had a 
high level of disagreement in terms of concern for a lack of hardware or software 
(80.3%), Internet connection (76.5%), skills to operate the programs (83.5%), and feeling 
uncomfortable with learning new tools (74.2%). There was slightly less disagreement 
regarding concern about consistency among platforms, hardware, software, and other 
online course components (59.7%). Dobbs et al. (2009), Joo et al. (2011), and Overbaugh 
and Nickel (2011) each support these barriers as deterrents for online learning, despite 
what the present survey has revealed.  
 In order to reveal the number of statistically significant differences, cross-
tabulations between the eight demographic variables and 44 statements had to be 
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produced. After analyzing 352 cross-tabulations to determine if chi-square tests of 
independence were present, the researcher identified 66 instances of statistical 
differences, one-third of which were related to whether a respondent was a freshman or a 
junior. The next largest group of statistical differences was related to a respondent’s work 
schedule (15.2%), followed by gender (12.1%) and transfer status (10.6%).  
Figure 8 provides a graphical representation of each item that was found to 
contain statistically significant differences. As noted in the figure, statistically significant 
instances were found across all of the demographic variables surveyed. However, while it 
might seem uncommon to have so many statistically significant instances, this only 
represents 18.8% of the 352 cross tabulations that were analyzed. Because the findings 
were consolidated, these statistically significant differences included data from both 
groups of students (freshmen and juniors) surveyed. Three items within the subsection on 
self-characterization regarding e-learning were significant. Nine items displayed 
significance within the subsection concerning the view of personal learning effectiveness. 
The largest number of items with statistically significant instances (34) was found in 
pedagogical influences, which is the first of the three subsections on perceptions and 
barriers. The social influences perceptions and barriers yielded 10 statistically significant 
instances, as did the last subsection of technically influenced perceptions and barriers. 
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Statement G A R C S W Y T 
Self-characterization regarding e-learning
1.01         
1.02         
1.04         
View of personal learning effectiveness of e-learning
2.01         
2.02         
2.03         
2.04         
Perceptions and Barriers: Pedagogical Influences
6.01         
6.02         
6.03         
6.04         
6.05         
6.07         
6.08         
6.09         
7.01         
7.02         
7.03         
7.05         
7.07         
7.08         
7.09         
7.10         
Perceptions and Barriers: Social Influences
8.01         
8.02         
8.03         
8.04         
8.05         
8.07         
8.08         
Perceptions and Barriers: Technical Influences
9.01         
9.02         
9.04         
9.05         
# of Sig. 
Differences 
8 
(12%) 
3 
(4%) 
5 
(8%) 
9 
(14%) 
2 
(3%) 
10 
(15%) 
22 
(33%) 
7 
(11%) 
Note. Black = p < .05, Dark Gray = p < .01,  Light Gray = p < .001 
G – Gender, A – Age, R – Race, C – Commute, S – School, W – Work, Y- Year, T – Transfer 
 
Figure 8. Statistically Significant Differences by Variable. 
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Interpretations 
In order for the researcher to be able to interpret the findings, it was first 
necessary to analyze the statistics by reviewing the descriptive statistic outcomes. Then, 
chi-square tests of independence were analyzed by reviewing the 352 cross-tabulations 
that came from the crossing of the eight demographic variables and 44 survey items, 
which resulted in the identification of 66 statistically significant instances. Organizing the 
survey items by descending means revealed that 19 statements, or 43.2%, were above the 
median of 3. The statement with the highest mean (3.97) was as follows: “I have to take 
on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course.” The remaining 
items were below the 3.0 median, indicating various levels of disagreement; the statement 
with the lowest mean (1.66) was, “I do not use online learning technology (such as email 
and the Internet much).” 
 Based on the data collected, it is apparent that respondents strongly prefer 
learning through face-to-face instruction versus an e-learning option. Students also 
confirmed that they do not learn as well in an online environment and would rather stay 
in a physical classroom. This would lead one to perceive that most of the students who 
participated in the survey would have characteristics similar to the Accommodators in 
Kolb’s Learning Styles. This type of individual is more likely to need the concrete 
experience that occurs in a face-to-face setting. He or she performs best when able to 
engage in interaction with fellow students and instructors (Rourke & Lysynchuk, 2000).  
 The responses heavily indicated on more than one occasion that respondents have 
a stronger preference for the face-to-face interaction and are less inclined to take an e-
learning course; this point suggests that the majority of students may be not be considered 
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early adopters of e-learning innovation. One of the primary theories associated with this 
study was the theory of diffusion of innovation. In this instance, the innovation is the 
concept of e-learning and its online course counterparts. Out of the five diffusion 
categories, it is noticeable that the majority of respondents fall more along the late 
majority or laggard groups than the early adopter group based on their responses. They 
are not as inclined to take an online course and prefer to continue attending classes in a 
physical capacity.  
This study also functions as a reminder that undergraduate students are unique. 
When comparing them to Roger’s theory of the diffusion of innovation, one would opine 
that they could often be viewed as innovators and early adopters of technology. This 
would be demonstrated by the creation of numerous applications, devices, and programs, 
and the various ways technology is embraced by the majority of these students. Because 
of this significant embrace of technology, it is puzzling at times to see them viewed as 
late adopters or laggards in regards to e-learning in this study. These self-identified 
barriers may provide insight as to why undergraduate students fall into the overlapping 
categories across the adoption curve. As a result of the overlapping categories, mixed 
messages surrounding institutional planning of e-learning options may surface as 
administrations deal with a population that significantly embraces technology yet 
displays reservations and hesitations to embrace e-learning methods. 
Most respondents acknowledged that e-learning requires more work, and more 
responsibility for learning falls on the student. Those who do choose the e-learning 
format often gravitate toward only learning the easier parts of the course so that they do 
not have to expend as much effort. Procrastination is a significant deterrent for online 
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learners, especially those who know that they are procrastinators. If students lack the 
motivation and self-discipline to regulate their participation in a course, they will quickly 
fall behind and lose accountability. Respondents clearly recognized this risk.  
As observed, the level of motivation that these respondents possess in regards to 
participating in e-learning courses is low in that there does not appear to be a significant 
intrinsic motivation for them to explore an online option. However, there were a number 
of respondents who could be considered to have significant extrinsic motivation to 
participate in a course so that they can achieve the end goal, whether it be less 
commuting to the main campus, graduating sooner, or freeing up the schedule to take 
another course during an otherwise restricted time.  
Through these results, one can see how the expectancy value model of motivation 
can manifest itself. The expectancy and value associated with e-learning were interpreted 
in various ways by the respondents. For numerous respondents, the motivational 
influences that impacted their decision to participate were linked to the expectancies 
about how well they might perform in a course. Since a significant number of 
respondents were transfer students and may have experienced online learning before, if 
they had a negative experience, the expected belief that an online course could lead to a 
bad experience would create a negative value association, therefore deterring a student 
from future online learning encounters (Wigfield & Cambria, 2010). Another example of 
an individual’s expectancy of success (or concept of his or her own ability) would be for 
him or her to question the ability to pass an online course followed by subjective value of 
the online delivery and question taking the course and whether it associates with his or 
her interest (Georges & Kandler, 2012).  
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 The decision to travel to campus for a course versus taking a course online was 
not as much of an issue as one might think. A large number of respondents lived on 
campus and yet still were interested or had taken an online course previously. Those who 
did have a longer commute responded similarly to the on-campus students and preferred 
only slightly more to take an online course. The expectancy value associated with a 
commuter choosing to take an online course would be that an associated expectancy for 
success (completing the course or freeing up a schedule, for example) aligns with a utility 
value which would determine how well participating in that course helped the 
individual’s goal. 
 The most surprising results of the survey were those that pertained to the 
technological needs and potential barriers presented. While Jackson (2011) wrote about 
the concern for a digital divide and inequality among access and content for students, that 
did not seem to be the case here, as respondents indicated that there was no difficulty 
accessing the Internet or using the necessary technology (refer back to Table 22). As 
previously mentioned, a large majority of respondents did not have issue with Internet 
access, their computer skills, or lacking necessary equipment. This could be explained by 
the current ease with which individuals can acquire a device at a fraction of the cost from 
even a decade ago, not to mention the increased functionality of smart phones and 
expanded data plans that make it possible for respondents to access content from a variety 
of devices. Additionally, because a significant number of respondents resided on campus, 
they had 24/7 access to computer labs. 
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Limitation 
With any research analysis, there is the possibility of encountering limitations and 
this data analysis was no different. The most significant limitation to this analysis was the 
relatively low 14.22% response rate. While the researcher hoped to reach a response rate 
of at least 25%, that was not the case despite several email reminder notifications. This 
could have been due to a short survey window, lack of student interest, or a feeling of 
saturation and decision to ignore the email requests (Cook et al., 2000; Nulty, 2008). 
However, a smaller response rate does not necessarily make the data inconclusive. In 
fact, it is still representative of the population and worth analyzing despite its small size 
(Cook et al., 2000). Those who did respond to the survey indeed are indicative of the 
overall population when you compare the demographics of the general student population 
and the survey respondent sample. Both contained a large percentage of females (60% of 
the population, 73% of the survey respondents), who were white (73% of the population, 
78% of the survey respondents) and between the ages of 18 and 24 (85% of the 
population, 92% of the survey respondents).  
Summary 
 This chapter has provided a thorough analysis of the data collected. Descriptive 
statistics and chi-square tests of independence were used to analyze the quantitative data. 
Utilizing chi-square tests of independence in an item-by-item analysis also presented 
associations among all the demographic variables on specific survey items. There were 
66 instances of statistical significance discovered from reviewing 352 cross-tabulations, 
which represents 18.8% of the total. The largest number of significant instances was 
found with the year variable and whether respondents were freshmen or juniors (22), 
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whereas the least statistically significant instances were found with the school of study 
variable (2) and the age variable (3), respectively. The descriptive statistics presented 
similar findings. 
 The researcher initially expected there to be a broader variation in responses 
regarding perceptions of and barriers to participating in e-learning. Additionally, while 
there were a few disparities in responses, the majority did not contain any glaring 
differences. There was also an expectation that respondents within various demographic 
categories would identify more inequities in technological access, but that was not 
necessarily the case. The recommendations and conclusions of this study are outlined in 
Chapter 5. 
  
173 
 
Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
 The objectives of this study were to (a) examine the relationship between 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of and identified barriers to participating in e-
learning opportunities, (b) provide follow-up data to an earlier e-learning survey 
distributed at the Research Site, and (c) offer recommendations for strengthening 
undergraduate student engagement in e-learning. This study’s aim was to determine to 
what extent these relationships are present locally at a midsized liberal arts public 
university in southern New Jersey. This chapter opens with an executive summary of the 
study. 
 As explained in Chapter 1, the need for this study arose from the problem that 
institutions of higher education are attempting to provide a more comprehensive and 
effective academic environment by incorporating e-learning methods, but they do not yet 
fully understand how undergraduate students perceive e-learning and what barriers may 
impact their decisions to participate in various course delivery options. This issue was 
important to study because institutions of higher education may encounter problems with 
maximizing their physical resources and running at full capacity without the ability to 
expand. 
 A cross-sectional survey design method was employed consisting of quantitative 
data collection. A compilation of questions adapted from two studies by Otter et al. 
(2013) and Muilenberg and Berge (2005) was utilized in a survey to respond to the 
study’s three research questions. The questions were addressed through non-
experimental, descriptive, quantitative research. Chi-square tests of independence were 
performed to analyze the 475 participant responses to the survey instrument. Answers to 
174 
 
the research questions and conclusions based on the study’s findings follow, as do 
recommendations that include possible solutions and areas for future research. 
Conclusions 
 In Chapter 4, the researcher provided an explanation of how the data helped 
explain the results. In this chapter, the three research questions that drove this study are 
presented separately. The questions are arranged in sequential order and the last question 
includes the series of hypotheses that were established. 
Question One 
 The first research question in the study investigated undergraduate students’ 
attitudes and perceptions about e-learning as measured by the survey instrument. Based 
on the survey responses, it was apparent that the perceptions and attitudes discussed in 
Chapter 2 were present in this study, as well. E-learning courses have developed a 
reputation for being convenient, easy, and flexible. Those students who commuted or 
worked a significant number of hours a week perceived e-learning courses to be 
beneficial because they added a layer of flexibility to their schedules so they did not have 
to make as many trips to campus or make as many course adjustments or sacrifices in 
order to maintain their work schedule.  
Students strongly felt that an individual had to be very self-disciplined and willing 
to do significant work in order to participate in an e-learning course. Additionally, 
respondents also felt that whether or not an e-learning course would be a wise decision 
depended on one’s own learning style. They also perceived that those students who knew 
they had a tendency to procrastinate or who only looked to complete the easier portions 
of an online course tended not to take e-learning courses for precisely these reasons. 
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Students also indicated their preference for community and interaction, which they 
perceived e-learning courses to be lacking. Results supported the perceptions that 
participation in an e-learning course could be solitary and impersonal; therefore, the 
students’ desire to interact with their peers and instructors could lead them to choose 
more traditional methods of instruction. 
Question Two 
The second question in the study set out to determine the self-identified barriers 
that contributed to undergraduate students’ decision to not to participate in e-learning. It 
is clear that the undergraduate student respondents valued the connections they 
established with their instructors and peers. They evidently felt that these connections 
were not as readily available in e-learning courses as in face-to-face settings. As a result, 
the students would not pursue that style of course. Their concerns about feeling isolated 
or disconnected from everyone else in the class were perceived as a significant deterrent.  
This perceived lack of community in e-learning courses was also a barrier for 
respondents. Additionally, consistent with the literature, students indicated that e-learning 
courses have a reputation for utilizing bad course design and lack of communication and 
feedback. This factor was perceived as an identified barrier and deterrent for participating 
in e-learning courses. Students clearly had reservations about being part of a course that 
they felt was being run by a machine or in which an instructor did not even project a 
presence. Therefore, those reservations could divert a student to choosing an alternate 
method of instruction instead of participating in an e-learning course. 
While socioeconomic status has played a role in the past in terms of diverse 
individuals participating in e-learning courses, it was not as significant a part in this study 
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as the researcher thought it might have been. This is not to say that socioeconomics are 
no longer a barrier for students considering e-learning, but that the digital divide appears 
to have decreased significantly, thereby allowing more diverse individuals to engage in e-
learning if they wish.  
Question Three 
The third question was the most substantive in the study because it investigated 
relationships between specific demographic variables and undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of and self-identified barriers to participating in e-learning. This study 
intended to contribute to existing research by exploring the possible associations between 
variables. Eight demographic variables generated hypotheses. As a result of computing 
chi-square tests of independence and cross-tabulating the demographics with the 44 
Likert-type items, each demographic variable produced at least one statistically 
significant relationship. However, this only amounted to 66 occurrences, or 18.8%, of the 
352 total cross-tabulations analyzed. The demographics will be discussed in sequential 
order starting from the least to the greatest number of occurrences. 
School of Study 
The school of study variable produced the smallest number of relationships. Only 
two relationships registered as statistically significant and expressed differences between 
the two consolidated program groups. Respondents demonstrated varying opinions 
between program groupings about whether online courses could be taught without an 
instructor. Based on this information, one can conclude that respondents’ perceptions of 
e-learning might not be affected by students’ schools of study. 
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Age 
Age was another variable that yielded very few significant differences. There 
were only three instances where age appeared to be cause for a difference. Interestingly, 
the perception that online courses do not really need a teacher was the same for age as it 
was for the respondent’s school of study. Older respondents were more inclined to 
disagree with this statement, indicating that they recognized the importance of a present 
instructor, whereas younger respondents were more apt to view all the work in an online 
course falling on them.  
The other question about frequency of technology use showed that younger 
students used their technology more often but for less educational reasons. They were not 
as inclined to get connected for their classes as they were for personal reasons. The 
conclusion drawn from this category is that digital natives, who represented the majority 
of the survey’s respondents, are not necessarily so wedded to technology that they want 
all their courses to be delivered this way. As discussed in chapter 4, these students 
presented a bit of a mixed front as they could appear to be innovators or early adopters of 
technology and yet be hesitant to choosing e-learning methods of instruction.  
Race 
Race was the next smallest variable, with only five associations; however, these 
associations were perhaps the most closely related to each other in terms of theme. 
General feelings about being motivated, self-disciplined, and more responsible for one’s 
own learning are important to acknowledge because the approach to a course and its 
description will determine who ultimately chooses to participate.  
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The reasons behind respondents’ perceived ideas about lacking motivation and 
procrastinating are not quite clear and could become an area for future research, as 
discussed later in the chapter. Just as it has been discussed throughout the literature, 
though, students definitely expressed the realization that a level of self-discipline is 
needed with e-learning (Pastore & Carr-Chellan, 2009; Klaus & Changchit, 2009; Liaw, 
2008).  
Students’ association with a lack of comfort with the necessary skills for online 
coursework has broader socioeconomic implications, in that there is a real possibility that 
the amount of exposure to technology growing up varies significantly among races, thus 
impacting students’ future motivations for pursuing e-learning options (He et al, 2015; 
Jackson, 2011). For example, while respondents indicated that access to technology was 
not an issue, this study did not ask specific questions that determined exactly what type of 
personal access to technological devices or internet that the students had in their 
possession. Had a question like that been included, it is possible that there could be a 
more defined separation between races. 
Transfer Status 
 Those individuals who transfer into one institution from another bring a vastly 
different set of experiences than do native students, particularly if they have transferred 
from a community college. This difference is partly due to course design and structure 
within the community college setting. In this study, seven associations were identified 
within the transfer status variable. Because of transfer students’ previous experiences, 
they recognized differences between e-learning and face-to-face learning, such as 
needing to spend more significant time on online course work. Thus, one might draw the 
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conclusion that students who begin their college education at a community college or at a 
different four-year institution may enter a new institution with previously developed 
perceptions (both negative and positive) regarding e-learning; these ideas will impact 
their decision to participate.  
Gender 
 The next highest number of associations related to gender. Eight associations 
were identified in this variable. There were several instances in this study where the 
genders differed in their levels of agreement. Varying social needs, such as the desire for 
connection and interaction, were more important for female respondents, who felt that 
online courses were impersonal connectionless. Participating in e-learning also plays into 
the type of learner the person might be. Knowing that men and women approach 
situations and learning differently from time to time does not make it surprising that there 
were these associations.  
Commute Status 
 The amount of time respondents spent commuting to campus influenced their 
decision to participate in e-learning. Thus, it is not surprising that there were nine 
significant associations within this variable, primarily due to students’ need to balance 
their schedules in order to best utilize their time. As a result, respondents with various 
commute times recognized the need for the organization, self-discipline, and 
responsibility inherent in taking an online course (Arbaugh et al., 2009; Joo et al. 2011). 
Because they may try to make the least number of trips to campus necessary, these 
students appeared more inclined to take an online course if it met their curriculum needs. 
Those who lived on campus had different thoughts regarding online courses and were 
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less inclined to participate since they were already on campus and did not have a 
commute.  
Hours Worked Per Week 
 Similar to the previous variable, the hours worked per week variable yielded 10 
significant associations. Just as someone who commutes, students who work need to add 
an extra layer of planning and preparation to ensure they stay on track with their 
coursework. The survey respondents who indicated that they worked less than 10 hours a 
week may also have been the same individuals who lived on campus and did not need to 
balance the added dimension of commute time or work schedule.  
Year 
 The last demographic variable produced the largest number of significant 
differences. Twenty-two associations were identified, confirming that freshman and 
junior students held different understandings and perceptions of e-learning. The previous 
data anticipated that there would be a difference between how these two student groups 
perceive e-learning. If nothing else, freshman students at the Research Site are not 
permitted to enroll in online courses during their first year of school, so they technically 
had no foundation for their survey responses. Their responses represented anticipated 
perceptions rather than perceptions based on experience. With the exception of a small 
number of transfer students who might also have been freshmen, it is safe to assume that 
these respondents had not encountered much e-learning, possibly leading to an increased 
level of apprehension and uncertainty. At the time of the survey, the juniors had more 
experience with and exposure to e-learning, which guided their responses. They had also 
begun to mature as learners, recognizing what would work best for them in terms of 
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learning style, preference, and ability. It is possible that they were more likely to be 
diligent and not procrastinate as much as a beginning student who might still be getting 
acclimated to his or her new academic environment.  
Recommendations 
 This study intended to identify possible solutions to a recognized problem at the 
local level. It also provides an additional level of student feedback regarding e-learning 
for the Research Site administration after a previous e-learning trends analysis was 
conducted. This study is a starting point for generating relevant dialogue for institutions 
of higher education as they consider how to increase and further incorporate e-learning 
engagement into undergraduate education. 
 The primary recommendation resulting from this study is that institutions should 
not force fully online undergraduate curricula. While it is apparent that some students 
enjoy and prefer online and hybrid courses, the large majority of students surveyed did 
not, instead demonstrating a strong preference for face-to-face instruction. Results were 
largely consistent with the assorted perceptions and barriers discussed in the literature in 
Chapter 2.  
It is important for institutional administrations to understand the population they 
serve. As noted, it is possible that those respondents with significant commutes or busy 
work schedules tended to look to online courses as a way to better balance their already 
compressed schedules. Thus, the decreased travel requirement was considered an 
incentive for participating in e-learning (Dobbs et al., 2009; Tomei, 2009). The flexibility 
and desire to have online options was equally relevant and consistent with the literature. 
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 Initially, the literature discussed a possible concern for students’ difficulty with 
the technology required in e-learning, due either to a lack of necessary skills or access to 
equipment (Dobbs et al., 2009; Joo et al., 2011; Overbaugh & Nickel, 2011). However, 
these were not concerns in this study, which suggests that there has been a shift in 
students’ access to and comfort with technology. Responses across the board 
demonstrated that accessing the Internet is not as difficult as it was in the past for 
students. However, this study did not include a question to further explore exactly what 
type of access to technology and devices students have to further support these positions. 
Regardless, administrations should still be mindful of providing access to technology and 
the Internet for their students.  
 Since students reported that they had concerns about poorly designed online 
courses and a lack of instructor presence, it is especially important to have a process in 
place to assist faculty teaching these courses. Those faculty who wish to have an online 
course but might need organizational assistance would benefit greatly from instructional 
design support. Providing that support to the faculty would transfer to the ability to ease 
the angst and trepidation that students might already have as a result of enrolling in an e-
learning course. Additionally, enforcing the necessity of a faculty online presence would 
help ease many students’ concerns about the invisible instructor. This practice also 
ensures equity between student and faculty presence in the online course, since the 
students perceived that there seems to be a one-sided expectation that students should be 
very present and active online while instructors do not necessarily have the same 
accountability. 
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The best way to reach a large student audience is to strike a balance between the number 
of courses that offer hybrid, fully online, and fully face-to-face sections. Students’ 
varying learning styles will lend themselves to an appropriate style of course offering that 
will ensure the best absorption of knowledge possible. Respondents felt that 
undergraduate students need to have social interaction and connection with their peers 
and faculty to create lasting memories of their educational experiences and to further 
grow and develop as members of society. However, there are times where it is possible 
that content could be better suited for outside the classroom. By adopting a hybrid 
approach in which there is asynchronous content assigned prior to face-to-face 
instruction, instructors can guide rich discussions on the subject matter and use class time 
to ascertain whether content was truly comprehended or if additional instruction is 
needed to communicate a concept.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
Four areas emerged as prospects for future research based on the study’s 
outcomes and the researcher’s experiences. 
Race versus Motivation 
The only statistically significant relationship pertaining to motivation involved the race 
variable. As previously mentioned, white respondents indicated a higher level of 
agreement in regards to their motivation for participating in online courses, whereas all 
other races did not agree as much. They felt they did not have the necessary motivation to 
take such a course, which led the researcher to question why. Does cultural diversity play 
a role in students’ decision-making regarding online education? If so, this could be a 
relevant barrier that deters diverse populations from participating. Lack of motivation 
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could also be related to students’ preferred or customary styles of learning. Therefore, 
this factor could be explored in either future research or implementation plans 
surrounding online learning and be further analyzed by specific diverse populations.  
All Undergraduates 
While this study chose to survey only freshman and junior students, it is possible 
that the two groups were too unique in their situations to produce a balanced perspective 
of the undergraduate population enrolled at the Research Site. Since freshmen were 
potentially new to online learning and did not technically have access to online courses at 
the Research Site, their responses were largely predictive of what feelings might occur if 
they participated in e-learning in the future. On the other hand, because the junior year 
tends to be the peak transfer year at the Research Site, it is possible that significant online 
experiences at former institutions served as a turnoff to future online courses for these 
students. This possibility could taint any opportunities for an online course offered at the 
Research Site that might be vastly different from students’ previous experiences. 
Therefore, incorporating sophomore and senior students into a similar study might 
provide a more balanced view of the topic. Exploring this idea in future research or 
implementation plans could include surveying a randomly selected set number of 
individuals per grade to keep the sample population manageable. 
Community College Students 
Another prospective area for future research would be to survey community 
college students. This study focused on undergraduates at a four-year institution. It is 
possible that students who choose to begin their post-secondary education at a two-year 
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institution have different reasons for choosing that route. As a result, these students may 
have different perceptions of and attitudes toward e-learning. Considering this idea in 
future research or e-learning implementation plans could be very informative. 
Graduate Students 
 The last suggestion for future research revolves around the incorporation of 
graduate students into the study. Graduate students may be different ages and have 
different personal situations in terms of employment, family composition, and living 
arrangements. Therefore, their needs and desires to participate in online courses may be 
different from undergraduate students. Additionally, where physical interpersonal contact 
may be more necessary for undergraduate students, it may not be the same for graduate 
students, who likely have different lives and priorities from undergraduate students. 
Exploring graduate students’ perceptions toward e-learning in either future research or 
implementation plans would be a considerable contribution, as it could also impact the 
launch of particular programs into the online arena. 
Summary 
 This chapter began with an executive overview of the study, and then followed 
with responses to the research questions and recommendations including prospects for 
future research. The problem, purpose statement, and research questions guided the 
development of this cross-sectional survey study. Quantitative research methods provided 
a comprehensive understanding of undergraduate students’ perceptions of and identified 
barriers to participating in e-learning at a midsized liberal arts university in southern New 
Jersey.  
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 This research gave freshman and junior students an opportunity to present their 
perceptions and attitudes toward e-learning, including what barriers may deter them from 
participating in an e-learning course if the opportunity were to present itself. Several 
factors appeared to indicate what undergraduate students’ perceptions and attitudes 
toward e-learning were. Recommendations for how to utilize the results from the dataset 
were also presented. 
 The results indicate that undergraduate students largely prefer a face-to-face 
learning experience and feel that they would not learn as much in an online setting due to 
factors such as a lack of motivation, an inability to be disciplined enough to complete the 
work, or a tendency to do only the easy assignments. Additionally, a general concern 
about the lack of instructor access and the structure and content of an online course 
appeared to be deterrents for participating in an online course.  
Undergraduate students come to an institution with their own perceptions and 
self-identified barriers surrounding e-learning. Experiencing trepidation when deciding to 
take an e-learning course can eventually be removed when the right structure is in place 
to help students overcome those barriers and preconceived notions they have created. The 
perceptions that students had could eventually fade as they become more familiar with e-
learning and administrations strive to maintain and provide a well-balanced offering of 
hybrid, online, and face-to-face courses in order to accommodate students’ preferred 
methods of instruction and learning styles. 
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APPENDIX E 
E-mail Communication with Research Site Participants 
	
E-mail Invitation to Participate in Survey 
 
Subject: Dissertation Study Participation Request  
 
Hello! 
 
My name is Dawn Konrady and I am a Drexel University EdD Candidate at the 
Harrisburg, PA site. I am currently working on my dissertation study entitled: “Choosing 
to Participate in E-Learning Education: A Study of Undergraduate Students’ Diverse 
Perceptions, Attitudes, and Self-Identified Barriers to E-Learning”. The study will look at 
Stockton freshman and junior student perceptions of and attitudes toward e-learning and 
online learning. I have received approval from IRB at both Drexel and Stockton to invite 
students to participate in my study. 
 
The study includes an online survey which should not take more than 15 minutes to 
complete. Participants who fully complete the survey will be entered into a raffle to win a 
$50 Amazon gift card as compensation for participating. Five (5) winners will be chosen 
at the conclusion of the survey participation window. 
 
Participating in the survey is voluntary and you have the ability to withdraw from the 
study at any time by simply closing the survey and not submitting it. If you have 
questions, need any additional information or help, please feel free to contact me at 
dmk338@drexel.edu or 609-652-4270, or Dr. Joyce Pittman, Principal Investigator at 
jap386@drexel.edu. 
 
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward 
this message.  
 
Here is a link to the survey: Click here to begin the survey. 
 
 
Thank you so much for helping me with my research, 
Dawn 
 
 
**The hyperlink is not active in this document. It is included for visual placement 
only** 
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APPENDIX E (continued) 
E-mail Communication with Research Site Participants 
 
E-mail Reminder to Participate in Survey 
 
Subject: REMINDER: Dissertation Study Participation Request 
 
Hello again, 
 
This is just a friendly reminder that the dissertation study survey will be open for one more week. 
If you have not had a chance to complete the survey, now is your chance to do so. Don’t forget 
that by participating in the survey you’ll automatically be entered into the raffle to win a $50 
Amazon gift card. 
 
Click here to begin the survey. 
 
See below for the original email. 
 
If you have already completed the survey, thank you so much for your participation. 
 
Dawn 
 
 
Hello! 
 
My name is Dawn Konrady and I am a Drexel University EdD Candidate at the Harrisburg, PA 
site. I am currently working on my dissertation study entitled: “Choosing to Participate in E-
Learning Education: A Study of Undergraduate Students’ Diverse Perceptions, Attitudes, and 
Self-Identified Barriers to E-Learning”. The study will look at Stockton freshman and junior 
student perceptions of and attitudes toward e-learning and online learning. I have received 
approval from IRB at both Drexel and Stockton to invite students to participate in my study. 
 
The study includes an online survey which should not take more than 15 minutes to complete. 
Participants who fully complete the survey will be entered into a raffle to win a $50 Amazon gift 
card as compensation for participating. Five (5) winners will be chosen at the conclusion of the 
survey participation window. 
 
Participating in the survey is voluntary and you have the ability to withdraw from the study at any 
time by simply closing the survey and not submitting it. If you have questions, need any 
additional information or help, please feel free to contact me at dmk338@drexel.edu or 609-652-
4270, or Dr. Joyce Pittman, Principal Investigator at jap386@drexel.edu. 
 
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward this 
message. Here is a link to the survey: Click here to begin the survey. 
 
Thank you so much for helping me with my research, 
Dawn 
 
**The hyperlink is not active in this document. It is included for visual placement only** 
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APPENDIX E (continued) 
E-mail Communication with Research Site Participants 
 
Final E-mail Reminder to Participate in Survey 
 
Subject: FINAL REMINDER: Dissertation Study Participation Request  
 
Hello again, 
 
This is just a friendly final reminder that the dissertation study survey will be open for 
two more days. If you have not had a chance to complete the survey, now is your chance 
to do so. Don’t forget that by participating in the survey you’ll automatically be entered 
into the raffle to win a $50 Amazon gift card. 
 
Click here to begin the survey. 
 
See below for the original email. 
 
If you have already completed the survey, thank you so much for your participation. 
 
 
 
Hello! 
 
My name is Dawn Konrady and I am a Drexel University EdD Candidate at the Harrisburg, PA site. I am 
currently working on my dissertation study entitled: “Choosing to Participate in E-Learning Education: A 
Study of Undergraduate Students’ Diverse Perceptions, Attitudes, and Self-Identified Barriers to E-
Learning”. The study will look at Stockton freshman and junior student perceptions of and attitudes toward 
e-learning and online learning. I have received approval from IRB at both Drexel and Stockton to invite 
students to participate in my study. 
 
The study includes an online survey which should not take more than 15 minutes to complete. Participants 
who fully complete the survey will be entered into a raffle to win a $50 Amazon gift card as compensation 
for participating. Five (5) winners will be chosen at the conclusion of the survey participation window. 
 
Participating in the survey is voluntary and you have the ability to withdraw from the study at any time by 
simply closing the survey and not submitting it. If you have questions, need any additional information or 
help, please feel free to contact me at dmk338@drexel.edu or 609-652-4270, or Dr. Joyce Pittman, 
Principal Investigator at jap386@drexel.edu. 
 
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward this message. Here is 
a link to the survey: Click here to begin the survey. 
 
Thank you so much for helping me with my research, 
Dawn 
 
**The hyperlink is not active in this document. It is included for visual placement 
only** 
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Appendix F 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F1 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Gender 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. 2.302 .316  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal productivity but not for 
education or training purposes. 
1.365 .505  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 1.844 .398  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 4.687 .096  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. .426 .808  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the 
classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.812 .666  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 1.063 .588  
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.735 .692  
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my learning in an 
online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
1.342 .511  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to being in the 
classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
4.802 .091  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. .624 .732  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 11.151 .004 ** 
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. .547 .761  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. .721 .697  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 10.708 .005 ** 
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 4.693 .096  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 5.062 .080  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 6.788 .034 * 
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online courses. 8.715 .013 * 
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. .777 .678  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many resources and 
materials online. 
.876 .645  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 6.874 .032 * 
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. 2.113 .348  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 8.232 .016 * 
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional courses. 1.645 .439  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 2.447 .294  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed learning." .966 .617  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students who take traditional 
courses. 
3.103 .212  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than students in traditional 
classes. 
4.793 .091  
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than traditional courses. 2.383 .304  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 4.759 .093  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 2.313 .315  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the online class. .865 .649  
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 2.258 .323  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. 2.170 .338  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online courses. 4.485 .106  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online environment. 8.658 .013 * 
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 3.740 .154  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 1.121 .571  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. 1.014 .602  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. .706 .702  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for online courses. 9.223 .010 * 
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. .719 .698  
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 1.180 .554  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
 Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F2 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Age 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. .195 .907 ♦ 
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal 
productivity but not for education or training purposes. 
9.052 .011 * 
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. .084 .959  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 3.650 .161  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. .013 .993  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment 
compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
2.69 .259  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 1.674 .433  
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I 
would in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
5.848 .054  
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in 
my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other 
learners and the instructor. 
1.604 .448  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared 
to being in the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.358 .836  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 2.546 .280  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 1.967 .374 ♦ 
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 5.619 .060  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. .932 .628  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 3.490 .175  
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 2.864 .239  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the 
instructor. 
5.559 .062  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 4.406 .110  
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online 
courses. 
.364 .834  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. .069 .966  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials online. 
.711 .701  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 1.887 .389  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. .280 .870  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. .272 .873  
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional 
courses. 
1.748 .417  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. .222 .895  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed 
learning." 
13.222 .001 *** 
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students 
who take traditional courses. 
3.143 .208  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than 
students in traditional classes. 
2.297 .317  
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than 
traditional courses. 
.351 .839  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. .174 .917  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. .378 .828  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in 
the online class. 
1.337 .513 ♦ 
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 1.000 .607  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online 
courses. 
.184 .912  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online 
courses. 
.818 .664  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
.714 .700  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 1.678 .432  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 3.729 .155  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. 5.616 .060  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 1.674 .433  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software 
for online courses. 
7.128 .028 * 
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 5.167 .076 ♦ 
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 1.662 .436  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
Table F3 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Race 
Statement χ 2 P  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. .638 .727  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal productivity but not 
for education or training purposes. 
1.510 .470  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 3.303 .192  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. .031 .985  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 1.216 .544  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in 
the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.361 .835  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. .728 .695  
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
5.464 .065  
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my learning in 
an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.317 .854  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to being in 
the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.338 .845  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 5.348 .069  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 10.284 .006 *
* 
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 8.614 .013 * 
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 2.063 .357  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 8.710 .013 * 
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 3.603 .165  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 5.718 .057  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 4.833 .089  
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online courses. .298 .862  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 5.571 .062  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many resources and 
materials online. 
3.158 .206  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 1.886 .389  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. .316 .854  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 1.602 .449  
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional courses. .597 .742  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. .085 .959  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed learning." 1.098 .577  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students who take 
traditional courses. 
.261 .877  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than students in 
traditional classes. 
.045 .978  
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than traditional 
courses. 
1.282 .527  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 9.310 .010 *
* 
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 3.634 .163  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the online 
class. 
.745 .689  
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 1.611 .447  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. .747 .688  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online courses. 5.441 .066  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online environment. .072 .965  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 1.351 .509  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 5.501 .064  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. .382 .826  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 2.432 .296  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for online 
courses. 
2.777 .320  
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 7.273 .026 * 
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 4.488 .106  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F4 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Year 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. 6.649 .036 * 
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal 
productivity but not for education or training purposes. 
1.375 .503  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 2.451 .294  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 7.311 .026 * 
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 7.334 .026 * 
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared 
to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
7.553 .023 * 
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 13.438 .001 *** 
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I 
would in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
13.019 .001 *** 
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my 
learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
2.105 .349  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to 
being in the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.050 .975  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 7.343 .025 * 
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 2.701 .259  
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 3.803 .149  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 1.916 .384  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 11.395 .003 ** 
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 5.640 .060  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 12.173 .002 ** 
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 6.353 .042 * 
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online 
courses. 
12.358 .002 ** 
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 3.170 .205  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials online. 
7.5550 .023 ** 
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 3.186 .203  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. .772 .680  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 6.328 .042 * 
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional 
courses. 
1.953 .377  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 8.204 .017 * 
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed 
learning." 
4.694 .096  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students who 
take traditional courses. 
8.915 .012 * 
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than students 
in traditional classes. 
7.618 .022 * 
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than 
traditional courses. 
1.320 .517  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 6.489 .039 * 
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. .220 .896  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the 
online class. 
12.657 .002 ** 
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 12.558 .002 ** 
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. 6.769 .034 * 
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online 
courses. 
4.825 .090  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
3.823 .148  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 8.415 .015 * 
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 5.240 .073  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. .888 .641  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 4.443 .108  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for 
online courses. 
12.645 .002 ** 
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 7.909 .019 * 
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 2.770 .250  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F5 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Transfer Status 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. 4.427 .109  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal 
productivity but not for education or training purposes. 
4.479 .093  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 4.526 .104  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 3.948 .139  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 1.254 .534  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment 
compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
11.921 .003 ** 
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the 
instructor. 
19.675 .000 *** 
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I 
would in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
13.737 .001 *** 
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in 
my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other 
learners and the instructor. 
1.866 .393  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online 
compared to being in the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
1.346 .510  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 1.498 .473  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. .954 .620  
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 1.921 .383  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 2.338 .311  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 6.354 .042 * 
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. .775 .679  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the 
instructor. 
7.188 .027 * 
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 3.243 .198  
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online 
courses. 
4.789 .091  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 1.110 .574  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials online. 
2.090 .352  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. .998 .607  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. 2.314 .314  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 8.417 .015 * 
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from 
traditional courses. 
1.564 .458  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 5.957 .051  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed 
learning." 
4.789 .091  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students 
who take traditional courses. 
5.552 .062  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than 
students in traditional classes. 
8.073 .018 * 
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than 
traditional courses. 
3.682 .159  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 1.306 .521  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. .841 .657  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in 
the online class. 
.060 .970  
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 2.350 .309  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online 
courses. 
4.538 .103  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online 
courses. 
2.831 .243  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
1.205 .548  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. .818 .664  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. .112 .946  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. 2.093 .351  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. .934 .627  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software 
for online courses. 
4.564 .102  
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 1.945 .378  
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 1.045 .593  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F6 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Hours Worked per Week 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. .165 .921  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal 
productivity but not for education or training purposes. 
1.827 .401  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. .075 .963  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 1.811 .404  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 3.797 .150  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared 
to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.893 .640  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 6.598 .037 * 
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I 
would in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
9.012 .011 * 
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my 
learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners 
and the instructor. 
.018 .991  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to 
being in the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
3.115 .211  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 3.230 .199  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 2.113 .348  
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 3.279 .194  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 6.675 .036 * 
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 3.659 .161  
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 1.679 .432  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 5.664 .059  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. .702 .704  
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online 
courses. 
5.616 .060  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. .019 .991  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials online. 
4.327 .115  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. .293 .864  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. 1.147 .564  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 8.705 .013 * 
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional 
courses. 
.225 .894  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. .326 .850  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed 
learning." 
5.666 .059  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students who 
take traditional courses. 
10.945 .004 *
* 
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than students 
in traditional classes. 
10.614 .005 *
*
* 
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than 
traditional courses. 
4.521 .104  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 3.920 .141  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 7.079 .029 * 
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the 
online class. 
6.860 .032 * 
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 5.720 .057  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. 5.752 .056  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online 
courses. 
5.894 .052  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
3.777 .151  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 4.580 .101  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 1.997 .368  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. 1.420 .492  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 3.649 .161  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for 
online courses. 
9.500 .009 *
* 
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 6.408 .041 * 
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 2.217 .330  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F7 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: School (Location of program studied) 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. .516 .772  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal productivity but not 
for education or training purposes. 
.007 .997  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 5.591 .061  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. .879 .644  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. .825 .662  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in 
the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
2.329 .312  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 2.217 .330  
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I would in the 
classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.206 .902  
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in my learning in 
an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
3.329 .189  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared to being in the 
6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.281 .869  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. .329 .848  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. .732 .694  
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 3.173 .205  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 3.020 .221  
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 1.646 .439  
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 4.357 .113  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the instructor. 1.526 .466  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. .124 .940  
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online courses. 2.633 .268  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 6.592 .037 * 
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many resources and 
materials online. 
2.314 .314  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. .140 .933  
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. .905 .636  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. .660 .719  
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional courses. 2.190 .334  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 5.805 .055  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed learning." 6.177 .046 * 
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students who take 
traditional courses. 
4.327 .115  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than students in 
traditional classes. 
3.454 .178  
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than traditional 
courses. 
1.252 .535  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 2.181 .336  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 1.086 .581  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in the online class. .234 .890  
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 1.474 .479  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online courses. .286 .867  
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online courses. 2.573 .276  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online environment. 2.555 .279  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 3.688 .158  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. .262 .877  
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. .263 .877  
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. .751 .687  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software for online 
courses. 
2.125 .346  
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. .395 .821  
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. .065 .968  
Note. df = 2. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix F (continued) 
Chi-Square Test of Independence Findings 
 
Table F8 
 
Chi-Square Tests of Independence: Commute 
Statement χ 2 p  
1.01 I do not use online learning technology (such as email and the internet) much. 2.559 .634  
1.02 I use online learning technologies such as email and the internet for my own personal 
productivity but not for education or training purposes. 
2.581 .630  
1.03 I am learning online, but I am unsure of my skills when doing so. 2.823 .588  
1.04 I have learned, or I am learning online and feel comfortable and confident when I do so. 1.607 .808  
2.01 I cannot learn as well online as I can in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 6.720 .151  
2.02 I really do not see much difference in my learning in an online learning environment 
compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
3.195 .526  
2.03 I learn better online compared to being in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 5.882 .208  
2.04 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not learn as well online as I 
would in the classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
7.283 .122  
2.05 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would not see much difference in 
my learning in an online learning environment compared to being in the classroom with other 
learners and the instructor. 
3.388 .495  
2.06 While I have never completed an online class, I predict I would learn better online compared 
to being in the 6.02 classroom with other learners and the instructor. 
.761 .944  
6.01 I am concerned about a lack of access to the instructor. 9.382 .052  
6.02 I have to take on more of the responsibility for my own learning in an online course. 3.041 .551  
6.03 I lack the motivation to learn online. 7.715 .103  
6.04 I am concerned about not enough structure in E-Learning courses. 10.785 .029 * 
6.05 I procrastinate, or feel I cannot seem to “get started to learn” online. 14.333 .006 ** 
6.06 I choose to learn the easier aspects of the assignments rather than the more demanding ones. 3.852 .426  
6.07 I am concerned about, or have found a lack of timely feedback or response from the 
instructor. 
6.901 .141  
6.08 Online learning is, or seems like it would be impersonal to me. 15.453 .004 ** 
6.09 I am concerned that the quality of the learning materials and instruction is lower in online 
courses. 
3.171 .530  
7.01 I feel my cultural needs, or those that other students have, are not met when learning online. 2.695 .610  
7.02 I am concerned about “information overload” in online courses because there are too many 
resources and materials online. 
2.551 .635  
7.03 I am concerned about a lack of clear expectations or instructions from the online instructor. 11.678 .020 * 
7.04 Online courses provide a better learning experience than traditional courses. 3.726 .444  
7.05 Online courses require more of my time than traditional courses. 4.641 .326  
7.06 Students receive better quality teaching from online courses than they receive from traditional 
courses. 
8.664 .070  
7.07 Students learn more in online courses than they learn in traditional courses. 6.753 .150  
7.08 An online course does not really need a teacher – it usually ends up being "self–directed 
learning." 
5.194 .268  
7.09 Students who take online courses must be more disciplined in their studying than students 
who take traditional courses. 
6.735 .151  
7.10 Students who take online classes are more willing to spend the time on coursework than 
students in traditional classes. 
10.513 .033 * 
7.11 Most students take online courses because they believe that online courses are easier than 
traditional courses. 
9.234 .056  
8.01 I am shy or lack academic confidence for online courses. 1.503 .826  
8.02 I prefer to learn through face-to-face interaction with other students and instructor. 7.509 .111  
8.03 I am afraid I will be publicly ridiculed or made fun of by the instructor or other students in 
the online class. 
6.466 .167  
8.04 I am afraid of feeling isolated from the other students in an online course. 3.272 .513  
8.05 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication among students in online 
courses. 
10.093 .039 * 
8.06 I am concerned about a lack of interaction and communication with the instructor in online 
courses. 
7.516 .111  
8.07 I am concerned about a lack of social context cues (e.g., body language) in the online 
environment. 
2.471 .650  
8.08 I am concerned about a lack of collaboration with other students online. 3.089 .543  
9.01 The needed technology (hardware or software) is not accessible to me. 12.540 .014 * 
9.02 I lack a reliable internet connection, high speed connectivity, or an internet service provider. 14.981 .005 ** 
9.03 I am uncomfortable with computers and related technologies. 3.463 .484  
9.04 I am concerned about a lack of consistency in platforms, hardware, browsers, and software 
for online courses. 
15.077 .005 ** 
9.05 I lack the necessary skills in using the software or programs for online courses. 8.084 .089  
9.06 I am uncomfortable with learning how to use new tools to access online courses. 3.955 .412  
Note. df = 4. 
♦ indicates fe is less than five in >20 % of cells. 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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